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ABSTRACT 
 

This Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) evaluates the potential environmental effects of the development 
of suitable and affordable military family housing (MFH) for enlisted personnel and their families assigned to 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
This Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) has been prepared by the Department of the Navy 
(DON) in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (42 U.S.C. §§ 4321-
4370d [1994], the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations for Implementing the 
Procedural Provisions of NEPA (40 Code of Federal Regulations [C.F.R.] Parts 1500-1508 [1997]), 
DON Regulations Implementing NEPA (32 C.F.R. Part 775 [1997]), the guidelines contained in the 
Chief of Naval Operations Environmental and Natural Resources Program Manual (OPNAVINST 
5090.1B [1999]), and the U.S. Marine Corps Environmental Compliance and Protection Manual 
(Order P5090.2A [1998]).  This EIS is intended to provide a full and fair discussion of significant 
environmental impacts associated with a range of alternatives and to inform decision-makers and the 
public.  This EIS will be used in conjunction with other relevant materials to plan actions and to 
make decisions. 
 
This EIS evaluates the potential environmental effects of the development of suitable and affordable 
military family housing (MFH) for enlisted personnel and their families assigned to installations in 
the San Diego region.  DON proposes construction of up to 1,600 MFH units and supporting 
infrastructure.  The Proposed Action is in response to a shortage of MFH in the San Diego area.  In 
an effort to provide the most cost effective and beneficial housing referral and family housing 
program services, the Marine Corps and Navy have agreed to combine MFH resources within the 
San Diego metro region. 
 
The shortage of affordable housing in the San Diego region has been and continues to be a high 
priority for the DON because it is important in maintaining high morale and retention rates.  The 
shortage of MFH and the tight rental market in San Diego is felt most acutely by junior- and mid-
level enlisted military personnel (E-1 through E-6).  In order to obtain affordable housing, many 
junior enlisted personnel endure lengthy commutes to their work sites which also directly impacts 
and limits the provision of military support facilities to their families.  In order to live in closer 
proximity to their installations, junior enlisted personnel pay high rental rates.  These private market 
rates are often well beyond the service member’s military housing allowance, and, therefore, 
consume a large percentage of their discretionary income. 
 
The extent of the military family housing deficit for Naval Complex San Diego is documented in the 
Housing Requirements and Market Analysis (HRMA) (SAIC 2002).  The Housing Requirements and 
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Market Analysis (HRMA) is a detailed study to determine military family housing assets that the 
U.S. Government must provide to ensure that all families at Naval Complex San Diego have access 
to housing that is affordable and meets acceptable housing quality standards.  The HRMA identifies 
an existing MFH deficit of 2,356 units with a projected shortfall of 2,870 in 2007.  The HRMA 
projects needs to 2007 consistent with the OSD Housing Requirements Determination Process 
Policy Guidance of January 8, 2003. 
 
The Proposed Action will be implemented through the PPV program.  PPV, authorized under 
Section 2801 of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1996, provides a series of 
authorities that allows the DoD to work with the private sector, nationwide, to provide family 
housing in key areas of need.  Utilizing the PPV approach, DON may lease land to a private sector 
developer who will build, own, operate and maintain housing units.  The developer will then rent the 
units to service members at rental rates at or below the member’s BAH.  This arrangement allows for 
the member to pay rent plus normal utilities within their housing allowance.  Additionally, the PPV 
approach offers advantages over other acquisition vehicles by stimulating construction of needed 
MFH units while embracing the expertise and operating efficiencies of the private sector. 
 
PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION 
 
The purpose of the project is to provide suitable, affordable housing units for enlisted military 
personnel and their families in proximity to installations to which eligible military personnel are 
assigned.  The existing and projected military housing requirement is 2,356 units for 2002 and 2,870 
units by 2007.  Additional suitable, affordable housing for military families is therefore needed in the 
San Diego region. 
 
The availability of suitable, affordable housing for these personnel and their families would be a 
positive contribution to the quality of life of those eligible for the housing.  The improved quality of 
life and subsequent increase in morale, job satisfaction, and retention rates ultimately have a direct, 
positive impact on combat readiness and mission capabilities.  Therefore, the provision of affordable 
MFH would support the mission of local Navy and Marine Corps commands.  The Proposed Action 
would not eliminate the existing and projected family housing shortfall, but it would vastly improve 
conditions by providing up to 1,600 housing units for enlisted service members and their families. 
 
Construction of up to 1,600 units is the maximum number of dwelling units evaluated.  Preliminary 
site planning has been accomplished at all three of the sites evaluated in detail in this EIS (Sections 
1.5 and 2.4).  Based on topography and design criteria established by DON for MFH, the maximum 
number of units on the largest parcel would be 1,600.  
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Providing MFH in the immediate area of nearby military installations would also increase the quality 
of life for some service members stationed at these installations by potentially eliminating lengthy 
commutes to their work sites.  Lengthy commutes adversely affect morale and are a safety concern, 
as most of these service members routinely commute at the beginning and conclusion of an 8-hour or 
longer workday.  Families of deployed service members also benefit from the support provided in 
military housing by fellow service members and their families, and from the proximity to such 
military facilities as medical care, childcare centers, commissaries, and Base Exchanges.  In addition 
to these morale benefits of locating MFH in proximity to work areas, there are environmental 
benefits:  minimizing the “drive time” associated with long trips between work and domicile reduces 
traffic congestion and positively impacts air quality. 
 
PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PROCESS 
 
The EIS process is designed to involve the public in Federal decision-making.  Comments from 
regulatory agencies and the public were solicited during the public scoping period to help identify 
the primary issues associated with implementation of the Proposed Action and to consider 
alternatives.  CEQ regulations implementing NEPA (40 C.F.R. §1501.7) require an early and open 
process for determining the scope of issues that should be addressed in an EIS.  DON initiated the 
scoping process on September 20, 1999 by publishing a Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an EIS in 
the Federal Register, and by sending copies of the NOI to Federal, state, and local agencies, and 
other parties known or expected to be concerned about the Proposed Action.  The NOI is included in 
Appendix A. 
 
Two public scoping meetings were held in October 1999 in Tierrasanta and Scripps Ranch to inform 
the public about the Proposed Action and to solicit the public’s participation and comments.  
Approximately 120 people attended the meetings and14 persons provided public testimony.  A total 
of 111 written comment letters and e-mails were received during the scoping period. 
 
A Notice of Availability (NOA) for the Draft EIS was published in the Federal Register.  Public 
notices were also published in the local newspapers.  A public hearing will be held during the 45-day 
public review period. 
 
A Final EIS that incorporates and responds to comments received on the Draft EIS will be circulated.  
The NOA of the final document will be published in the Federal Register and in public notices and 
press releases. 
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ALTERNATIVES 
 
This EIS evaluates three alternatives in detail, as well as the No Action Alternative.  All three 
alternatives are described below. 
 
Site 8 Alternative 
 
Under this alternative up to 1,600 military housing units would be developed in one development 
area of 264 acres (106.8 hectares) (Figure ES-1).  A total of up to 282 buildings would be developed, 
including 58 two-story duplexes, 47 two-story fourplexes, 44 two-story townhouse sixplexes, 60 
two-story apartment sixplexes, 50 two-story apartment eightplexes, and 23 two-story patio apartment 
eightplexes.  This bedroom mix is for planning purposes only and would be subject to reevaluation  
at the time of construction to more adequately reflect the specific military housing needs at that time.  
A 13.3-acre (5.3-hectare) school site for two elementary schools and community center/park area 
would be located in the center of the proposed development area.  The school recreational fields 
would be joint use for the school and residents.  Proposed recreational facilities include playgrounds, 
basketball courts, tennis courts, and sand volleyball courts.  A mini-mart, gas station, and childcare 
facility are also proposed. 
 
This EIS examines two different access routes to Site 8.  Site 8A (Santo Road Access), which is the 
Preferred Alternative, would involve an approximately two-mile (3.2-kilometer) extension of Santo 
Road.  Secondary emergency access would be provided by existing dirt roads to Camp Elliott.  This 
proposed extension of Santo Road would provide freeway access to SR 52 and then access to the 
Main Station gates via I-15 to Miramar Road or Miramar Way.  An access road from Santo Road is 
considered the preferred access to Site 8. 
 
An alternate access to Site 8, referred to as Site 8B (SR 52 Interchange), would involve the 
construction of a new interchange at SR 52 and the construction of an approximately 400-foot-long 
(121.8-meter-long) roadway from the development site to the new interchange.  If this alternate 
access were selected, subsequent environmental documentation for the interchange must be prepared 
in accordance with the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans) guidelines. 
 
Site 2 Alternative 
 
Under this alternative, up to 1,000 MFH units would be constructed on approximately 283 acres 
(114.5 hectares) in the northwest corner of East Miramar (Figure ES-2).  The preliminary site plan 
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for this location consists of three parcels connected by a ridgetop road.  A total of 192 buildings 
would be developed, including 30 two-story fourplexes, 35 single-story duplexes, 39 two-story 
townhouse sixplexes, 64 two-story apartment sixplexes, and 24 two-story apartment eightplexes.  
This bedroom mix is for planning purposes only and would be subject to reevaluation  at the time of 
construction to more adequately reflect the specific military housing needs at that time.  Duplexes 
would generally be located on the outer perimeter of the developed areas.   
 
Recreation facilities would be constructed throughout the development area consistent with the 
development guidelines for construction of MFH.  These would include 38 playgrounds (tot lots), 
19 basketball courts, 8 tennis courts, 10 sand volleyball courts, and community recreation fields with 
baseball/ softball diamonds.  The site plan includes an 11.3-acre (4.5-hectare) school site. 
 
Primary access would be via Pomerado Roadway, which is one of the main access roads to Scripps 
Ranch.  On the west side of I-15, Pomerado Road becomes Miramar Road, which has direct access 
to MCAS Miramar through the north gate.  Secondary emergency access would be provided by 
existing Air Station roads that are used to haul explosive ordnance. 
 
Site 3 Alternative 
 
Under this alternative up to 1,246 units would be located on 208 acres (84.1 hectares) (Figure ES-3).  
A total of up to 222 buildings would be developed, including 39 two-story townhouse duplexes, 38 
two-story townhouse fourplexes, 33 two-story townhouse sixplexes, 72 two-story apartment 
sixplexes, and 40 two-story apartment eightplexes.  This bedroom mix is for planning purposes only 
and would be subject to reevaluation  at the time of construction to more adequately reflect the 
specific military housing needs at that time.  A gas station and mini-mart are proposed near the main 
entrance to the site. 
 
Various community facilities would be provided including a 12.8-acre (5.1-hectare) school site for 
development of an elementary school and a community center/park.  The school recreational fields 
would be joint use for the school and residents.  Proposed recreational facilities under this alternative 
include playgrounds, basketball courts, tennis courts, and sand volleyball courts. 
 
Site 3 would be accessed by an extension of Miramar Way from where it currently terminates just 
east of I-15, approximately two miles further east of the project’s development.  This extension 
would provide freeway access as well as direct access to the MCAS Miramar East Gate.  Emergency 
access to the site would utilize an existing dirt road/fire break which connects to Camp Elliott. 
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No Action Alternative 
 
Implementation of the No Action Alternative would result in the proposed new housing units not 
being built.  Consequently, the purpose of the Proposed Action to provide additional suitable, 
affordable family housing for military personnel and their families in the San Diego region would 
not be met. 
 
The three MFH sites are currently undeveloped but are used for military training.  All of the 
alternative sites would remain in their current conditions but would be available for future military 
development.  
 
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
 
This EIS provides a description of the existing environmental conditions at East Miramar.  The 
discussion identifies a region of influence, or geographic area in which impacts are likely to occur, 
for each environmental resource.  This document describes existing conditions for the following 
resource categories: land use; socioeconomics; utilities; public services; visual resources; cultural 
resources; biological resources; soils and geology; water resources; and hazardous wastes, 
substances, and materials. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 
 
This EIS addresses the potential environmental consequences of development of MFH at MCAS 
Miramar.  The report evaluates potential environmental impacts for each environmental resource 
category analyzed in the Affected Environment section.  Impacts associated with the proposed action 
are discussed and mitigation measures, if necessary, are delineated.   
 
Implementation of Site 8A would result in potentially significant impacts for the following issue 
areas:  utilities (sewer), public services (police service and schools), visual resources, cultural 
resources, biological resources, traffic/circulation, and public safety.  Implementation of mitigation 
measures described in Chapter 4 would reduce all impacts such that they would not be significant. 
 
Implementation of Site 8B would result in potentially significant impacts for the following issue 
areas:  utilities (sewer), public services (police service and schools), visual resources, cultural 
resources, biological resources, traffic/circulation, and public safety.  Implementation of mitigation 
measures described in Chapter 4 would reduce all impacts such that they would not be significant, 
with the exception of visual resources. 
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Implementation of Site 2 would result in potentially significant impacts for the following issue areas:  
utilities (sewer), public services (police service and schools), visual resources, cultural resources, 
biological resources, traffic/circulation, and public safety.  Implementation of mitigation measures 
described in Chapter 4 would reduce all impacts such that they would not be significant, with the 
exception of visual resources and traffic/circulation. 
 
Implementation of Site 3 would result in potentially significant impacts for the following issue areas: 
public services (police service and schools), visual resources, cultural resources, biological 
resources, traffic/circulation, and public safety.  Implementation of mitigation measures described in 
Chapter 4 would reduce all impacts such that they would not be significant, with the exception of 
visual resources. 
 
Implementation of the No Action alternative would not result in any environmental impacts since the 
MFH would not be built at Sites 8, 2 or 3. 
 
Table 2-3 contained in Chapter 2 provides a detailed summary of the above-described impacts and 
associated mitigation measures. 
 
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
 
Federal Regulations Implementing the Procedural Provisions of NEPA (40 C.F.R. §§ 1500-1508) 
and DON’s Procedures for Implementing NEPA (OPNAVINST 5090.1B, Chapter 2) require  
that the cumulative impacts of a proposed action be assessed.  CEQ regulations implementing  
NEPA define a cumulative impact as an “impact on the environment which results from the 
incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present and reasonably foreseeable  
future actions” (40 C.F.R. § 1508.7). 
 
The regulations require that an EIS address cumulative impacts when they are significant.  The 
discussion of cumulative impacts should reflect the severity of the impacts and their likelihood of 
occurrence, but it need not provide the same level of detail as the discussion of environmental effects 
attributable to the project alone.  Cumulative impacts should be addressed using standards of 
practicality and reasonableness. 
 
The purpose of the proposed MFH development is to provide additional suitable, affordable housing 
units to military families in the San Diego region, which is currently experiencing a shortfall in 
MFH.  Implementation of the proposed development would not eliminate the existing and projected 
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MFH shortfall, but would incrementally relieve the shortfall conditions and provide an additional 
source of housing for military families in the region. 
 
The purpose of the project is to provide suitable, affordable housing units for enlisted military 
personnel and their families in proximity to installations to which eligible military personnel are 
assigned.  The existing and projected military housing requirement is 2,356 units for 2002 and 2,870 
units by 2007.  Additional suitable, affordable housing for military families is therefore needed in the 
San Diego region. 
 
The Proposed Action would accommodate up to 1,600 military families.  This does not, however, 
represent an influx of new population into the region.  The subject population represents people who 
would be assigned to military installations in the San Diego area whether or not additional MFH was 
provided. 
 
Other actions in the vicinity of the Proposed Action that have occurred, are occurring, or may occur 
could contribute to cumulative impacts.  The contributions from past actions are reflected in the 
affected environment discussion in Section 3.0.  Section 5.1 provides a description of on-going and 
reasonably foreseeable actions that may also contribute to cumulative impacts, and Section 5.2 
assesses cumulative impact by issue area.   
 
Significant unmitigable cumulative impacts were identified in the following issue areas:  visual 
resources for Sites 2 and 3, and traffic/circulation impacts for Site 2. 
 
OTHER NEPA CONSIDERATIONS 
 
This EIS addresses various other topics required by NEPA (42 U.S.C. § 4332 (1994)) to be analyzed 
in an EIS. 
 
Unavoidable Adverse Environmental Effects 
 
An EIS must describe any unavoidable adverse environmental effects for which either no mitigation 
or only partial mitigation is feasible.  The impact analysis presented in Section 4 of this EIS indicates 
that certain unavoidable adverse effects would occur, to a greater or lesser degree, with 
implementation of each of the MFH alternatives under consideration.  The following impacts would 
remain for each of the MFH alternatives, even after implementation of stated mitigation measures: 
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Site 8A – There are no unavoidable adverse environmental effects for Site 8A for which either no 
mitigation or only partial mitigation is feasible. 
 
Site 8B (SR 52 Interchange) – There are no measures to avoid or substantially reduce the visual 
impacts to recreationalists viewing the new interchange from Fortuna Mountain in Mission Trails 
Regional Park; drivers along SR 52 (which is eligible for a scenic highway); and from residences 
northeast of Via Valerta in the community of Tierrasanta. 
 
Site 2 – The development of MFH at Site 2 would result in a significant unmitigable impact to visual 
resources and traffic.  There are no measures to avoid or substantially reduce the visual impacts to 
residents on the eastern side of Birch Bluff Avenue in the community of Scripps Ranch.  There are 
no measures to avoid or substantially reduce traffic impacts to the following roadway segments; 
Miramar Road (I-15 and Miramar Way) and Pomerado Road (Scripps Poway Parkway to I-15). 
 
Site 3 – The development of MFH at Site 3 would result in a significant unmitigable impact to visual 
resources.  There are no measures to avoid or substantially reduce visual impacts to the residents on 
the southern end of Rue Bierritz in the community of Scripps Ranch. 
 
No Action Alternative – There would be no significant unavoidable significant impacts as a result of 
the No Action Alternative. 
 
Short-term Uses and Long-term Productivity 
 
Implementation of the Proposed Action would result in impacts to the local environment that affect 
both short-term uses and the maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity.  The action 
would commit the selected MFH site for long-term residential usage and thereby preclude its use for 
alternate long-term or short-term purposes.  However, the addition of up to 1,600 units at MCAS 
Miramar would not significantly impact the use of natural resources with the facilities or pose a 
long-term risk to health and safety. 
 
Development of housing units on East Miramar would involve certain short-term activities that 
would provide employment opportunities for persons involved in building construction but may also 
create localized adverse environmental impacts.  However, implementation of the construction, 
design, and mitigation measures proposed to minimize these impacts would reduce these negative 
impacts to less than significant levels.  Balanced against the loss of some open space or other uses of 
the proposed alternative MFH site(s) is the benefit that this action provides much needed high 
quality MFH housing for military families in the San Diego region. 
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Irreversible or Irretrievable Commitments of Resources 
 
Resources that are irreversibly or irretrievably committed to an action are those that are utilized on a 
long-term or permanent basis such as metal, wood, fuel, and other natural or cultural resources.  
Development of housing on the proposed alternative MFH sites at the proposed densities would 
result in a markedly changed landscape and greater human activity on the proposed site.  The 
commitment of land for development would be irretrievable and would preclude use of the proposed 
site for other purposes.  The commitment of land for safety buffer zones identified as mitigation for 
potential impacts associated with munitions or explosives of concern (MEC) would be irretrievable 
and would preclude use of these proposed areas for other purposes. 
 
The construction of the Proposed Action would result in an irreversible commitment of building 
materials, fuel for construction vehicles and equipment, and other resources.  The Proposed Action 
would commit workforce time for construction and, after project completion, maintenance.  
Increased energy and water consumption, as well as increased demand for services, would result 
from the implementation of the Proposed Action.  The Proposed Action would also result in 
increased vehicular traffic in the project vicinity of the MFH alternative selected.  These 
commitments of resources are neither unusual nor unexpected, given the nature of the action, and are 
generally understood to be tradeoffs for the benefits of the proposal if it is implemented. 
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CHAPTER 1.0 
PURPOSE AND NEED 

 
 
1.1 INTRODUCTION 
 
This Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) evaluates the potential environmental effects of the 
development of suitable and affordable military family housing (MFH) for enlisted personnel and 
their families assigned to installations in the San Diego region.  The Department of the Navy (DON) 
proposes construction of up to 1,600 MFH units and supporting infrastructure. 
 
This EIS has been prepared by DON in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) (42 U.S.C. §§ 4321-4370d [1994]; the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) 
Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provisions of NEPA (40 Code of Federal Regulations 
[C.F.R.] Parts 1500-1508 [1997]), DON Regulations Implementing NEPA (32 C.F.R. Part 775 
[1997]), the guidelines contained in the Chief of Naval Operations Environmental and Natural 
Resources Program Manual (OPNAVINST 5090.1B [1999]), and the U.S. Marine Corps 
Environmental Compliance and Protection Manual (Order P5090.2A [1998]).  This EIS is intended 
to provide a full and fair discussion of significant environmental impacts associated with a range of 
alternatives and to inform decision-makers and the public.  This EIS will be used in conjunction with 
other relevant materials to plan actions and to make decisions. 
 
1.2 OVERVIEW 
 
The Proposed Action is in response to a critical shortage of MFH in the San Diego area.  This 
section addresses two issues that provide context for the Proposed Action:  (1) the region-wide need 
for additional MFH and (2) the DON public-private venture (PPV) process as the vehicle to 
construct additional MFH in the region.  
 
1.2.1 Region-wide Need for Additional Military Family Housing 
 
In an effort to provide the most cost effective and beneficial housing referral and family housing 
program services, the Marine Corps and Navy have agreed to combine MFH resources within the 
San Diego metro region.  Ten Navy and Marine Corps installations in San Diego County are served 
by a centralized housing program manager, Commander Navy Region Southwest.  The ten 
installations are:  Naval Medical Center San Diego, Naval Station San Diego, Marine Corps Air 
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Station (MCAS) Miramar, Naval Outlying Landing Field Imperial Beach, Naval Air Station (NAS) 
North Island, Submarine Base San Diego, Naval Amphibious Base (NAB) Coronado, Marine Corps 
Recruit Depot, Fleet Anti-Submarine Warfare Base San Diego, and Fleet Industrial Supply Center 
San Diego.   
 
The shortage of affordable housing in the San Diego region has been and continues to be a high 
priority for the DON because it is important in maintaining high morale and retention rates.  The 
shortage of MFH and the tight rental market in San Diego is felt most acutely by junior- and mid-
level enlisted military personnel (E-1 through E-6).  In order to obtain affordable housing, many 
junior enlisted personnel endure lengthy commutes to their work sites which also directly impacts 
and limits the provision of military support facilities to their families.  In order to live in closer 
proximity to their installations, junior enlisted personnel pay high rental rates.  These private market 
rates are often well beyond the service member’s military housing allowance, and, therefore, 
consume a large percentage of their discretionary income. 
 
Housing Requirement and Market Analysis 
 
The extent of the military family housing deficit for Naval Complex San Diego is documented in the 
Housing Requirements and Market Analysis (HRMA) (SAIC 2002).  The Housing Requirements and 
Market Analysis (HRMA) is a detailed study to determine military family housing assets that the 
U.S. Government must provide to ensure that all families at Naval Complex San Diego have access 
to housing that is affordable and meets acceptable housing quality standards.  The HRMA identifies 
an existing MFH deficit of 2,356 units with a projected shortfall of 2,870 in 2007.  The HRMA 
projects needs to 2007 consistent with the OSD Housing Requirements Determination Process 
Policy Guidance of January 8, 2003.  A summary of the HRMA methodology and analysis is 
provided below.   
 
The methodology used in this HRMA is set forth in the OSD Housing Requirements Determination 
Process, which assures a consistent determination of housing requirements in support of the planning 
and programming process.  OSD policy is to rely on the private sector as its primary source of 
housing for military families.  Its goal is to provide military members with safe, adequate housing 
whether located on or off base.  Notwithstanding the overall policy to look first to the private sector, 
OSD has provided four criteria for setting a minimum government-housing requirement.  The 
criteria address the need for a military community, housing for personnel in Key and Essential 
positions, and the reservation of historic military housing, as well as housing for personnel whose 
level of Regular Military Compensation (RMC) is below 50 percent of the Local Median Income for 
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the area.  The criterion providing the greatest requirement for each pay grade sets the minimum 
government-housing requirement. 
 
The HRMA process first establishes the minimum family housing requirement, called the Floor 
Housing Requirement, for government housing assets at the installation.  Next, the process assesses 
the potential for the private sector housing market to meet any remaining military family housing 
requirements.  The military families not accommodated in the Floor Housing Requirement housing 
and bachelor personnel not required to live in on-base housing are competed in the private sector 
housing market.  The military families and bachelor personnel who elect to be homeowners are 
considered suitably housed under current policy.  The housing requirements of the military families 
and bachelor personnel who will rent housing in the community are compared with a military market 
share of suitable private sector rental housing. 
 
The private sector housing market analysis only considers housing suitable for military personnel 
that lies within the installation's housing market area.  The housing market area is defined by the 
OSD criteria used to establish the local survey area on which the Basic Allowance for Housing 
(BAH) rates are based.  As shown in Figure 1-1, the composite market area starts at the Mexican 
border, encompasses all of downtown San Diego, and extends north as far as Oceanside and east into 
rural areas. 
 
The analysis uses a market segment approach, dividing the housing market into segments by cost 
(rent, utilities, and renters insurance) and number-of-bedroom categories.  The military share of 
housing in the segment is the proportion of affordable, acceptable housing in that segment equal to 
the proportion of military requirement to total housing demand in that segment.  The military share 
in each segment is compared to the military rental requirement in that segment to determine any 
shortfall or surplus.  When there is insufficient affordable private sector housing of acceptable 
quality, a private sector shortfall is determined to exist. 
 
The final step is the determination of the total MFH Requirement for the installation as the sum of 
the Floor Housing Requirement and the private sector housing shortfall, if any.   
 
The total MFH requirement based on the HRMA is currently 11,306 units with a projection of 
12,044 units in 2007.  The analysis shows that the current rental housing supply and existing MFH 
assets represent a shortfall of 2,356 units.  The 2007 projected shortfall is 2,870 units. 
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1.2.2 Public-Private Venture (PPV) Housing Program 
 
The Proposed Action will be implemented through the PPV program.  PPV, authorized under 
Section 2801 of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1996, provides a series of 
authorities that allows the DoD to work with the private sector, nationwide, to provide family 
housing in key areas of need. 
 
Utilizing the PPV approach, DON may lease land to a private sector developer who will build, own, 
operate and maintain housing units.  The developer will then rent the units to service members at 
rental rates at or below the member’s BAH.  This arrangement allows for the member to pay rent 
plus normal utilities within their housing allowance.  Additionally, the PPV approach offers 
advantages over other acquisition vehicles by stimulating construction of needed MFH units while 
embracing the expertise and operating efficiencies of the private sector. 
 
1.3 PROPOSED ACTION 
 
The Proposed Action is the construction of up to 1,600 suitable, affordable housing units and 
supporting infrastructure for enlisted military families in the San Diego region. 
 
1.4 THE PURPOSE AND NEED OF THE PROPOSED ACTION 
 
The purpose of the project is to provide suitable, affordable housing units for enlisted military 
personnel and their families in proximity to installations to which eligible military personnel are 
assigned.  As discussed above in subsection 1.2.1 of this EIS and discussed in the HRMA, the 
existing and projected military housing requirement is 2,356 units for 2002 and 2,870 units by 2007.  
Additional suitable, affordable housing for military families is therefore needed in the San Diego 
region.  
 
The availability of suitable, affordable housing for these personnel and their families would be a 
positive contribution to the quality of life of those eligible for the housing.  The improved quality of 
life and subsequent increase in morale, job satisfaction, and retention rates ultimately have a direct, 
positive impact on combat readiness and mission capabilities.  Therefore, the provision of affordable 
MFH would support the mission of local Navy and Marine Corps commands.  The Proposed Action 
would not eliminate the existing and projected family housing shortfall, but it would vastly improve 
conditions by providing up to 1,600 housing units for enlisted service members and their families. 
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Construction of up to 1,600 units is the maximum number of dwelling units evaluated.  Preliminary 
site planning has been accomplished at all three of the sites evaluated in detail in this EIS (Sections 
1.5 and 2.4).  Based on topography and design criteria established by DON for MFH, the maximum 
number of units on the largest parcel would be 1,600.  
 
Providing MFH in the immediate area of nearby military installations would also increase the quality 
of life for some service members stationed at these installations by potentially eliminating lengthy 
commutes to their work sites.  Lengthy commutes adversely affect morale and are a safety concern, 
as most of these service members routinely commute at the beginning and conclusion of an 8-hour or 
longer workday.  Families of deployed service members also benefit from the support provided in 
military housing by fellow service members and their families, and from the proximity to such 
military facilities as medical care, childcare centers, commissaries, and Base Exchanges.  In addition 
to these morale benefits of locating MFH in proximity to work areas, there are environmental 
benefits:  minimizing the “drive time” associated with long trips between work and domicile reduces 
traffic congestion and positively impacts air quality. 
 
1.5 PROJECT LOCATION AND SETTING  
 
The MFH project includes three alternative sites within the boundaries of MCAS Miramar.  A 
regional location map is provided in Figure 1-2.  MCAS Miramar, the primary Marine Corps Air 
Station for the west coast of the United States, is located in the northeastern portion of the City of 
San Diego.  MCAS Miramar is located approximately 13 miles (29.9 kilometers) north of downtown 
San Diego and approximately four miles (6.4 kilometers) east of the Pacific Ocean.  State Route 52 
(SR 52) and Interstate 805 (I-805) generally form the Air Station’s southern and western boundaries, 
respectively (Figure 1-3).  MCAS Miramar is bisected by Interstate 15 (I-15), which runs in a north-
south direction.  Primary access to the Air Station is from I-15 or Kearny Villa Road via the east gate 
(or main gate) on Miramar Way and from Miramar Road via the north gate on Mitscher Way.  
MCAS Miramar encompasses over 23,000 acres (9,308 hectares). 
 
MCAS Miramar is divided into two areas; the area west of I-15, also referred to as the Main Station, 
and the area east of I-15, also referred to as East Miramar.  The Main Station is located west of I-15, 
east of I-805, and south of Miramar Road.  Most of the Air Station-related facilities, including the air 
field, aircraft maintenance, administration buildings, support services, and bachelor quarters and 
family residences are located in this area.  East Miramar contains a rifle and pistol range and is used 
for various training operations including physical training, survival training and orienteering skills, 
in addition to infantry maneuvers.  One highly visible landmark in East Miramar is Camp Elliott near 
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the Kearny Mesa Road/I-15 intersection.  Camp Elliott includes warehousing, small arms and rifle 
ranges, and a San Diego County Sheriff’s Department training facility. 
 
MCAS Miramar is located within the jurisdictional boundaries of the City of San Diego and is 
surrounded on the north, west, and south by the community plan areas of Scripps Ranch, Mira Mesa, 
University City, Clairemont, Kearny Mesa, and Tierrasanta.  The City of Poway lies to the northeast, 
beyond an area within the City of San Diego.  The City of Santee boundary is contiguous with the 
eastern border of MCAS Miramar, and two small pockets of land in the unincorporated area of the 
County of San Diego are located to the north and northeast of MCAS Miramar. 
 
1.6 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PROCESS 
 
The EIS process is designed to involve the public in Federal decision-making.  Comments from 
regulatory agencies and the public were solicited during the public scoping period to help identify 
the primary issues associated with implementation of the Proposed Action and to consider 
alternatives.  Public and agency comments will be solicited during the 45-day public review period 
on the Draft EIS.  The public’s input, as well as feedback from applicable resource and permitting 
agencies, will be used to evaluate the alternatives and environmental impacts prior to a final 
decision. 
 
1.6.1 Scoping Process 
 
CEQ regulations implementing NEPA (40 C.F.R. §1501.7) require an early and open process for 
determining the scope of issues that should be addressed in an EIS.  DON initiated the scoping 
process on September 20, 1999 by publishing a Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an EIS in the 
Federal Register (Volume 64, Number 181, and by sending copies of the NOI to Federal, state, and 
local agencies, and other parties known or expected to be concerned about the Proposed Action.  The 
NOI is included in Appendix A. 
 
Two public scoping meetings were held in October 1999 to inform the public about the Proposed 
Action and to solicit the public’s participation and comments.  The first scoping meeting was held on 
October 6, 1999 at Serra High School in the City of San Diego community of Tierrasanta.  
Approximately 30 people attended the meeting and, of those, five persons provided public 
testimony.  
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The second meeting was held on October 13, 1999 at Scripps Ranch High School in the City of San 
Diego community of Scripps Ranch.  Approximately 80 people attended the meeting and, of those, 
nine provided public testimony. 
 
A total of 111 written comment letters and e-mails were received during the scoping period. 
 
Table 1-1 identifies the type of issues raised and their frequency, and categorizes them into groups 
where the comment originated (i.e., agency, local community, etc.).  Table 1-2 summarizes the 
frequency of issues raised during the scoping process and identifies where the issues are addressed in 
this EIS.  Both tables are tabulated from verbal input at the scoping meetings as well as subsequent 
written correspondence. 
 
 

Table 1-1.  Frequency of Issues Raised During Scoping Process 
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Federal Agencies     1 1       1  3 

State Agencies or 
Organizations 1    1   1       3 

City Departments 3 1  1 3 1   2 2     13 

Local 
Organizations 3 4 2 4 1 2 1 2 2 3 1    25 

Businesses 1     2         3 

Scripps Ranch 
Community 18 20 23 9 5 7 3 3 4 5 3 2 3 24 129 

Tierrasanta 
Community 37 38 36 34 32 19 24 13 8 6 9 3 1 36 296 

Total 63 63 61 48 43 32 28 19 16 16 13 5 5 60 472 
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Table 1-2.  Comments Made by EIS Issue Area During the NEPA Scoping Process 
 

 
Issue 

 
Comments 

 
EIS Section 

 
sTraffic 

 
• Need adequate traffic impact analysis studies. 
• Cumulative traffic impacts on freeway and city street segments. 
• Fair-share funding of improvements. 

 
3.11 and 4.11 

 
Natural Resources 

 
• Adverse impacts to sensitive and declining biological resources; 

especially vernal pools, willowy monardella, and California 
gnatcatcher. 

• Minimize impacts to biological habitats. 
• Construction impacts to University of California, San Diego Elliott 

Chaparral Reserve. 
• Wildlife movement corridors may be impacted. 
• Indirect impacts on the adjacent Multiple Habitat Planning Area. 
• The alternative near Tierrasanta may be in conflict with a previously 

designated Research Natural Area. 

 
3.7 and 4.7 

 
Air Quality 

 
• Deterioration of air quality in the San Diego Air Basin. 
• Air quality modeling should be performed. 

 
4.12 

 
Hydrology /  
Water Quality 

 
• Increased runoff, sediments, and pollutants into the City of San Diego’s 

storm drain system. 

 
4.9 

 
Public Services 

 
• Impact on schools.  Military should supply land and school facilities. 
• Impact on parks. 
• Impact on police protection. 
• Impact on fire protection. 
• Impact on libraries. 

 
4.4 

 
Utilities 

 
• Impact on water service. 
• Impact on sewer service. 
• Impact on storm drain systems. 

 
4.3 

 
Visual Quality 

 
• Extensive grading and construction of residential units would reduce 

visual quality from surrounding areas, including Mission Trails 
Regional Park. 

 
4.5 

 
Project Alternatives 

 
• Should consider densification of existing military housing sites. 
• Should consider use of other military properties including golf courses. 
• Should consider using private property through subsidies or purchase. 

 
2.1 

 
Cultural Resources 

 
• Cultural resources should be addressed. 

 
3.6 and 4.6 

 
Public Safety 

 
• Unexploded ordnances, on the surface and below, will pose a threat 

during construction or occupation. 
• At least a Phase I environmental analysis should be conducted for 

potential hazardous materials. 
• Air crash hazards. 
• Greater threat of wildfires. 

 
4.14 

 
Noise 

 
• Noise impacts from military air operations.  

 
4.13 
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A public hearing will be held during the 45-day public review period to hear comments on this draft 
document.  The time and place of the hearing is noted in the transmittal letter accompanying this 
document and will be announced in the media. 
 
Written comments on this draft document are invited and should be sent to the following address: 
 

Commander, Southwest Division, Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
Attn: Sheila Donovan, Code 5GPP.SD 
1220 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92132-5190 
E-mail: donovansm@efdsw.navfac.navy.mil 
Fax:  619-532-2518 

 
A Final EIS which incorporates and responds to comments received on the Draft EIS will be 
circulated.  The NOA of the final document will be published in the Federal Register and in public 
notices and press releases. 
 
As required under NEPA, there will be a 30-day waiting period after the Final EIS is published in the 
Federal Register.  During this period, the public may comment on the adequacy of the responses to 
comments and on the final document.  After the 30-day waiting period, a NEPA Record of Decision 
would be signed by DON, if appropriate. 
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CHAPTER 2.0 
ALTERNATIVES 

 
 
The current shortfall of affordable MFH in the San Diego area is described in Chapter 1.0 of this 
EIS.  This chapter analyzes alternatives for addressing the MFH needs, including the screening of 
privately owned and on-base sites.  Based on applicable statutes relating to MFH (10 U.S. Code §§ 
2801-2866) and the minimum standards for MFH set forth in the applicable DoD directives (DoD 
4165.63-M), DON uses the following criteria to evaluate potential sites for the development of MFH 
in the region: 
 
 Convenience:  The site should be within reasonable commuting distance (i.e., not to 
exceed 60 minutes during rush-hour commute) of Navy and Marine Corps installations and 
community support facilities, such as Base Exchanges, child-care centers, commissaries, and 
medical care facilities.   
 
 Availability of Infrastructure:  The site should be located in or near an area where utility 
services are already in place or would require relatively small cost and effort to provide.   
 
 Environmental Sensitivity:  The site should avoid, to the extent feasible, impacts to 
sensitive biological species or habitat, wetlands, or cultural resources.  If avoidance is not possible, 
reasonable mitigation should be developed. 
 
 Land Use Compatibility:  The site should be located near other residential development 
and near shopping areas, schools, parks, and other amenities.  It should have convenient access and 
should avoid the proximity of incompatible land uses.   
 
 Topography:  To the extent feasible, the site should contain relatively level areas and 
avoid massive cut and fill grading associated with development.   
 
 Costs:  The costs to develop the site and construct the housing must be reasonable. 
 
Section 2.1 provides an overview of the process used by DON to identify the alternatives eliminated 
from detailed review.  The screening process for the MFH Alternatives carried forward for detailed 
review, all of which are located on MCAS Miramar, are discussed in Section 2.2.  Section 2.3 
describes the various alternatives that are evaluated in this EIS, including No Action; Section 2.4 
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incorporates a comparison of alternatives; and Section 2.5 lists the various permit requirements and 
related coordination. 
 
2.1 ALTERNATIVES ELIMINATED FROM FURTHER REVIEW 
 
2.1.1 Consideration of Privately-owned Property 
 
As part of the overall strategy to provide housing for military families in the San Diego area, DON 
has an on-going program to purchase privately-owned property for MFH.  Sites to be considered by 
DON must meet Federal acquisition requirements, and must accommodate the unique needs of 
military families.   
 
In September 1993, DON contracted with the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) to 
solicit and evaluate vacant land and existing multi-family units that DON might be able to acquire 
for MFH within a 60-minute commute of the 32nd Street Naval Station.  The DOD has determined 
that 60 minutes is the maximum reasonable commute distance during rush hour. 
 
The area from which the SANDAG study solicited sites was slightly larger than the area covered in 
the HRMA study, because traffic conditions worsened in recent years (shrinking the range of a 60-
minute commute) and because SANDAG’s study accepted for evaluation properties outside the 60-
minute commuting area that were proximate to Camp Pendleton or had easy access to the 
Oceanside/San Diego commuter rail (the Coaster). 
 
The SANDAG Board of Directors formed a Military Family Housing Advisory Committee to update 
the military family housing evaluation criteria, review the evaluation of sites, and help facilitate the 
acquisition process.  The Committee was comprised of representatives with knowledge of the San 
Diego region’s housing market and land use procedures.  Membership included the mayors or other 
representatives of eight cities and the County of San Diego, as well as representatives of the San 
Diego County Apartment Association, the City of San Diego Chamber of Commerce, the 
Construction Industry Federation, the San Diego Unified School District, and the San Diego 
Association of Realtors. 
 
The SANDAG committee solicited potential privately-owed sites via direct mail, newspaper 
advertisements, news articles, and presentations to interested organizations.  SANDAG received 213 
submissions from public agencies and private citizens.  These sites were screened against the DON 
housing criteria and analyzed by SANDAG and DON, with developed sites also evaluated for 
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Housing Complex factors, and Relocation Cost factors.  Housing Complex factors include the 
number of units and the mix as to numbers of bedrooms, amenities of the complex, the age and 
physical condition of the complex, and the complex units’ compliance with, or the cost of upgrading 
to meet DoD military family housing standards.  Relocation cost factors included the cost of the 
DON’s compliance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies 
Act of 1970 (49 C.F.R. Part 24).  Under this act, DON would be responsible for specific relocation 
services and payments to assure that person(s) displaced by DON acquisitions do not suffer 
disproportionate economic losses.  Expenses incurred by DON could include moving costs, 
replacement housing payments for homeowners or tenants, and relocation assistance advisory 
services.   
 
The tools used in conducting the analysis included available public information from SANDAG’s 
GIS database, previously-completed EIRs, geotechnical information, and other data provided by 
jurisdictions, school districts, public agencies, and the property owners.  Nine potential sites emerged 
from this screening, three developed and six undeveloped. 
 
DON acquired one of the developed sites, and that housing is included in the current inventory of 
MFH.  The other developed sites were not acquired due to environmental, or cost considerations  
that emerged upon closer scrutiny.  DON recently completed development of MFH on one of the 
undeveloped sites, and that housing is considered in the 2007 MFH inventory.  The other five 
undeveloped sites were screened out due to cost.  Those five sites have since been developed by  
other parties.  The acquisition of developable land has only become less feasible in recent years, as 
surging home prices have driven up land values significantly and supply has become even more 
scarce. 
 
Other potential privately-owned sites were suggested during public scoping.  The evaluation of these 
sites is discussed in Section 2.1.3a below.   
 
2.1.2 Consideration of Military-Owned Property 
 
The majority of the land on military bases in the region is required to support military operations and 
training, and is generally unavailable for new housing for military families.  However, suitable on-
base sites, if available, provide several benefits to DON.  Use of land on base for new MFH avoids 
the need for land purchase, a substantial cost savings in the San Diego market.  Use of land on base 
also avoids the potential costs associated with relocating tenants that live in existing off-base 
housing units to be purchased for MFH.  Additionally, on-base housing provides most convenient 
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access to work sites and military-provided facilities such as medical care, child-care centers, 
commissaries, and Base Exchanges.  In addition to the morale benefits of locating MFH in proximity 
to work areas, there are environmental benefits associated with reductions in traffic congestion and 
impacts on air quality achieved by eliminating lengthy commutes. 
 
Consideration of military-owned property for MFH in the San Diego region can be evaluated in 
terms of the Point Loma Complex, the Naval Station Complex, the Coronado Complex, Marine 
Corps Recruit Depot and Marine Corps Air Station Miramar. 
 
Point Loma Complex 
 
The Point Loma Complex, approximately 950 acres (384.4 hectares) in size, includes SUBASE San 
Diego, Fleet Anti-Submarine Warfare Training Center San Diego, Space and Naval Warfare 
Systems Command, and Fleet Combat Training Center.  NTC was a part of the Point Loma Complex 
prior to its closure.  While most of NTC has been transferred to the City of San Diego, 72 acres (29.1 
hectares) have been retained in Federal ownership including 13 acres (5.2 hectares) for the 
medical/dental facility, and 52 acres (21.0 hectares) for MFH.  The PPV program discussed in 
Subsection 1.2.3 will provide up to 500 suitable, affordable MFH units plus supporting infrastructure 
for enlisted personnel and their families.  A seven-acre (2.8-hectare) area will be provided to the 
school district for the construction of an elementary school.  The number of units to be completed at 
this location have been considered in the overall shortfall of MFH in the San Diego region. 
 
The remainder of the Point Loma Complex has little or no developable land due to physical 
constraints (i.e., steep topography) and requirements for existing land to support military operations.  
For this reason, no enlisted MFH units have been built on this Complex, outside NTC, to date.  
Existing Master Plans for the Complex were re-evaluated and the properties informally surveyed to 
identify potential for housing sites.  This research reaffirmed that there is no available military land 
on those installations within the current Complex.  
 
Naval Station Complex 
 
The Naval Station Complex, over 1,100 acres (445.1 hectares) in size, includes Naval Station San 
Diego, Fleet Industrial Supply Center, Naval Medical Center, and Public Works Center.  The Naval 
Station Complex has no developable land for MFH because of requirements for existing land to 
support military operations and/or because sites lie within noise contours greater than 65 dBA 
(decibel average) Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL).  Housing within such noise contours 
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is an incompatible land use under DON policy.  Existing Master Plans for the Naval Station 
Complex were re-evaluated and the properties informally surveyed to identify potential for housing 
sites.  This research reaffirmed that military land is unavailable on those installations within the 
current Complex.  
 
Coronado Complex 
 
The Coronado Complex is the largest complex at over 44,800 acres (18,130.0 hectares), of which 
approximately 36,200 acres (14,649.68 hectares) are associated with Naval Auxiliary Landing Field 
San Clemente.  The remaining components are NAS North Island, NAB Coronado, Naval Outlying 
Landing Field Imperial Beach, and Naval Radio Receiving Facility (NRRF) Imperial Beach.  San 
Clemente Island would not be an appropriate location for new MFH housing due to its distance from 
the mainland (approximately 75 miles [120.7 kilometers] offshore) and the fact that almost the entire 
island contains significant environmental or military training restrictions. 
 
Other locations within the Coronado Complex have little or no developable land due to 
environmental constraints and requirements for existing land to support military operations.  Existing 
Master Plans for the Coronado Complex were re-evaluated and the properties informally surveyed to 
identify potential for housing sites.  This research confirmed that there is no military land currently 
available on those installations. 
 
Marine Corps Recruit Depot (MCRD) 
 
In 1996, a Memorandum of Understanding was signed between the Navy and Marine Corps to 
combine MFH resources within the San Diego metro region with the exception of Camp Pendleton, 
which lies beyond the acceptable 60-minute commute distance. 
 
MCRD consists of 434 acres (175.6 hectares), with no undeveloped parcel of land suitable or of 
sufficient size for the development of additional MFH.  The few remaining undeveloped sites on 
MCRD are currently used to support MCRD’s military training mission or have been designated for 
additional planned facilities to support this training mission.  Operations at San Diego International 
Airport subject all of MCRD to noise greater than 65 dBA CNEL, which is incompatible with new 
MFH development. 
 



2.0 Alternatives  
 
 

  
Page 2-6 MFH Project EIS 
 8K050/CHAPTER 02   6/20/03 

Marine Corps Air Station Miramar (MCAS Miramar) 
 
The search for suitable MFH sites in military-owned land led to the preparation of various feasibility 
studies at Miramar when it was still under the command of the Navy (Naval Air Station or NAS 
Miramar).  Based on the Phase One: Infrastructure Feasibility Report East Miramar Housing (DON 
1996b) and Phase Two: Site Feasibility Report East Miramar Housing (DON 1997), two sites in 
East Miramar were evaluated with one found feasible for MFH.  Concurrent with preparation of the 
feasibility studies for MFH, NAS Miramar was realigned as MCAS Miramar.  The Navy and the 
Marine Corps entered into a Memorandum of Understanding to share housing under a joint housing 
program, and further agreed to continue with evaluation of MCAS Miramar for potential MFH. 
 
The Marine Corps mission differs from that of the Navy.  This change in mission results in different 
land use requirements.  MCAS Miramar was re-evaluated, therefore, and areas were eliminated from 
consideration where MFH would be incompatible with mission requirements.  This analysis and 
subsequent site screening are discussed below in Section 2.2. 
 
2.1.3 Sites Suggested During Public Scoping 
 
2.1.3.a Privately-Owned Sites 
 
Based on suggestions made by the public and agencies during the scoping period, various private-
sector sites were screened for evaluation in this EIS.  These suggestions included East Elliott, Mira 
Mesa, and undeveloped industrial land along Miramar Road. 
 
East Elliott 
 
The East Elliott area is former military property that was sold by the General Services 
Administration in the 1960s.  The 2,000-acre (809.4 hectares) property, is due east of MCAS 
Miramar, north of SR 52 and Mission Trails Regional Park, and west of Santee.  It is under the 
ownership of more than twenty-five separate parties.  No East Elliot property has been developed 
because, individually and collectively, owners have been unable to resolve access issues or obtain 
necessary development permits.  The City of San Diego is actively considering acquisition of the 
property for expansion of Mission Trails Park.  The site is topographically very similar to Site 8, 
which is already under Marine Corps ownership.  For all these reasons, East Elliot was eliminated 
from further review.  
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Mira Mesa 
 
The SANDAG study discussed in Section 2.1.1 encompassed Mira Mesa, which presented no 
opportunities for acquisition.  This area is essentially built out, as confirmed by a 2002 review of 
development in the area. 
 
Miramar Road 
 
The only vacant land along Miramar Road lies within MCAS Miramar’s accident potential zone 
(APZ) 1 and the 70 dBA CNEL noise contours.  An accident potential zone is an area, generally 
extending from either end of the runway and underneath flight tracks, that establishes probable 
impact areas if an aircraft accident were to occur.  Residential development in such an area is an 
incompatible land use under DON policy. 
 
2.1.3.b DoD-Owned Sites 
 
Based on suggestions made by the public and agencies during the scoping period, various DoD 
alternatives were screened for evaluation in this EIS.  These suggestions included NRRF, the MCAS 
Miramar Golf Course, Admiral Baker Golf Course, and March Air Reserve Base.  Other suggestions 
included MCRD and NTC, which are discussed in Section 2.1.2, and the Santee Lakes area of 
MCAS Miramar, which is discussed in Section 2.2. 
 
NRRF 
 
Located at the southern end of San Diego Bay within the City of Coronado, NRRF is a key and 
essential part of the Silver Strand Training Complex.  Encompassing 549 acres of Navy owned 
property, NRRF is uniquely suited to support amphibious and clandestine operations. NRRF's 
proximity to the Pacific Ocean, San Diego Bay, and to the majority of naval infrastructure in 
southern California contributes to the compelling operational value of NRRF. NRRF is critical to the 
Interdeployment Training Cycle (IDTC) because it supports a full-mission profile for Navy, Marine 
Corps and joint training operations.  Of the ninety-six exercises conducted at the Silver Strand 
Training Complex, NRRF is critical to one third of these operations.  Therefore, the NRRF site is not 
carried forward for consideration as MFH in this EIS.  
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Golf Course Sites 
 
The majority of DoD golf courses are located on land that would not otherwise have been 
compatible with MFH.  Specifically, the golf course within the Main Station of MCAS Miramar 
(Site 5) was eliminated because it is within the 65 or greater dBA CNEL.  The Admiral Baker Golf 
Course site would not be appropriate for MFH because the site is located within the floodway and 
floodplain fringe of the San Diego River.  The site also has a potential for high liquefaction.  
Additionally, the site is located adjacent to a rock quarry which conducts blasting and contains large 
rock crushing equipment.  This type of use would not be compatible with MFH due to potential 
noise and air quality impacts.  The NAS North Island Golf Course is also located within the 70 dBA 
CNEL. 
 
March Air Reserve Base 
 
March Air Reserve Base is located in Riverside County, and the base is approximately 85 miles 
(136.7 kilometers) northeast of the San Diego Naval/Marine Corps Complex and is therefore not 
within the 60-minute rush-hour commute. 
 
2.2 CONSIDERATION OF POTENTIAL SITES AT MCAS MIRAMAR 
 
BRAC 1995 led to realignment of NAS Miramar to MCAS Miramar.  This realignment resulted in 
land use changes aboard the installation.  Significant portions of the Air Station are undeveloped but 
subject to operational and other mission-related constraints that make them unavailable for 
consideration as MFH.  This EIS applied a fatal flaw analysis to screen out areas that are unavailable 
because of these constraints, then applied site evaluation analysis (DON housing criteria) to identify 
potential sites within the remaining areas. 
 
2.2.1 Fatal Flaw Analysis 
 
The fatal flaws analysis considered accident potential zones (APZ), noise contours, Explosive Safety 
Quantity Distance (ESQD) arcs, leased/developed areas, and the 100-year flood plain (Figure 2-1).  
Accident potential zones are areas, generally extending from either end of the runway and 
underneath flight tracks.  They establish probable impact areas in the event of an aircraft accident.  
An ESQD is an area surrounding an ordnance storage facility, within which land use is restricted 
based on explosives safety considerations.  Residential housing is an incompatible land use within 
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areas that are subjected to 65 dBA CNEL or more.  Approximately 70 percent of the Air Station was 
found unsuitable for MFH based on this fatal flaws analysis.   
 
2.2.2 Site Evaluation Analysis 
 
The site evaluation analysis applied the DON housing criteria described in the introduction to this 
chapter.  Where appropriate, more specific criteria have been added to the general criteria 
description that are relevant to on-site conditions at MCAS Miramar.  Table 2-1 sets forth these more 
specific criteria as discussed in the paragraph below. 
 
 
 Table 2-1.  Site Evaluation Review for East Miramar Sites 
 

Land Use Compatibility Environmental 
Sensitivity 

Infrastructure 
Availability 

Conven- 
ience 

Site 
Engineering Results 

Site # U
ne

xp
lo

de
d 

O
rd

na
nc

e 
(U

X
O

) 

A
pp

ro
ve

d 
R

ifl
e 

R
an

ge
 S

ur
fa

ce
 

D
an

ge
r 

Z
on

e 
(S

D
Z

)/M
C

A
S 

Pi
st

ol
 

R
an

ge
 

Pi
st

ol
 R

an
ge

 C
om

pl
ex

 S
D

Z
 

In
st

al
la

tio
n 

R
es

to
ra

tio
n 

Si
te

s 

M
ili

ta
ry

 T
ra

in
in

g 
A

re
as

 –
 A

ir
 

M
ili

ta
ry

 T
ra

in
in

g 
A

re
as

 –
 G

ro
un

d 

O
cc

up
ie

d 
C

oa
st

al
 S

ag
e 

Sc
ru

b 

V
er

na
l P

oo
l W

at
er

sh
ed

s 

Pr
ox

im
ity

 o
f U

til
iti

es
 

A
cc

es
s t

o 
M

aj
or

 A
rt

er
ia

ls
 

C
om

m
un

ity
 D

is
ta

nc
e 

to
 W

or
k 

 
an

d 
M

ili
ta

ry
 S

up
po

rt
 

G
ra

di
ng

 Q
ua

nt
iti

es
 

Si
te

 S
iz

e,
 S

ha
pe

 

D
ev

el
op

m
en

t P
ot

en
tia

l 

E
lim

in
at

ed
 

C
ar

ri
ed

 F
or

w
ar

d 

1 M H L L M H H L H H H H H H   
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3 M L L L L M L H H L L H L M   

7 M L H M L L H H M L L M H H   
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H = high impact; M = moderate or neutral impact; L = low or positive impact 
 
 
Results of Site Evaluation Review 
 
The ideal site would meet all of the above general criteria and would be available for development or 
redevelopment, i.e., it would support, and would be compatible with military operations and training 
requirements and be in close proximity to the duty assignment of the eligible residents.  Availability, 
feasibility, and site features impose strict requirements on the site evaluation and selection process.   
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Based on application of the site criteria to lands remaining after the fatal flaw analysis, six potential 
sites were identified (Figure 2-2).  These six sites were characterized with respect to the magnitude 
of impact of each criterion (high, medium, low), as depicted in Table 2-1.  Sites 2, 3 and 8 either met 
or exceeded criteria requirements as potential MFH sites and are carried forward as alternatives for 
detailed analysis in Section 2.3.  Sites 1, 7, and 9 were eliminated for the reasons discussed below. 
 
As shown on Figure 2-2, Site 1 is located on the eastern perimeter and most remote location of East 
Miramar.  Due to its remote location, it would be the most difficult site to provide both utilities and 
access.  In addition, site engineering concerns (i.e., grading, topography and soil conditions) would 
severely restrict development of the site.  The site also contains coastal sage scrub occupied by the 
federally threatened California gnatcatcher.  Site 1 was not carried forward for detailed analysis due 
to its failure to fulfill basic siting criteria. 
 
As shown on Figure 2-2, Site 7 is a relatively small, irregularly shaped site due to its location on the 
southern boundary of this portion of East Miramar.  Its shape, size, and steep topography severely 
restrict its development potential as a MFH site.  The site is also environmentally sensitive as it 
contains occupied coastal sage scrub and vernal pools which further reduce its viability as an MFH 
site.  The developable portion of the site would also be incompatible with the existing pistol range 
complex Surface Danger Zone (SDZ).  Based on site criteria deficiencies, this site was not carried 
forward for detailed analysis. 
 
Similar to Site 1, Site 9 is located within the most remote portion of East Miramar and therefore, no 
convenient access to major arterials and utility connections is readily available.  The proposed MFH 
area would be located within one of the major training areas of the Station and due to its remote 
location, any proposed access would further limit training operations and also increase 
environmental impacts beyond any impacts associated with development of the site.  Another major 
land use compatibility concern is its potential conflict with the approved Rifle Range SDZ.  This site 
was not carried forward as it would fail to meet the basic site selection criteria. 
 
2.3 DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES 
 
This EIS evaluates four alternatives in detail, including three sites for MFH at MCAS Miramar in 
East Miramar and the No Action Alternative.  All four alternatives are described below. 
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Land use compatibility was evaluated with existing and proposed military land uses including areas 
known to contain unexploded ordnance identified in the Final Range Identification and Preliminary 
Range Assessment for MCAS Miramar (USACOE 2001), and hazardous waste sites identified in the 
Air Station’s Installation Restoration Plan.  Conflicts with existing and proposed training operations 
were also a consideration in the analysis.  Two of the most relevant sensitive biological resources for 
MCAS Miramar include coastal sage scrub occupied by the federally threatened coastal California 
gnatcatcher and vernal pool watersheds.  Infrastructure availability includes both access to major 
arterials and proximity to utilities.  Acquisition cost was not a discriminator among the MCAS 
Miramar sites because the U.S. Government owns all of them. 
 
2.3.1 Alternatives Within East Miramar 
 
Figure 2-3 illustrates the footprints of the three sites in East Miramar as well as limits of grading for 
access road extensions where necessary.  Preliminary site planning has been performed on all three 
sites for purposes of determining a grading footprint and to evaluate likely worst-case impacts for 
various issue areas.  This will allow decision-makers to understand relative differences between 
alternative sites.  The project as constructed may have a slightly different configuration but the 
footprint would not be larger.  Table 2-2 provides a summary table of development characteristics of 
the three alternative sites in East Miramar. 
 
Three key concepts were considered in site planning for East Miramar: terraced grading, protection 
and integration of native areas where possible, and integration of parks and open space into a linked 
network.  Terracing is utilized to allow the development to fit the natural contours of the site as 
much as possible.  While non-military development standards require large graded pads for 
individual private yards, MFH recreation facilities, tot-lots and open space are generally shared.  
This allows more concentrated park facilities with less private yard requirements in the rear of  
each unit. 
 
Terracing results in elevation differences in the range of 20 feet (6.0 meters) between streets which 
would allow for some additional views over the lower terrace units, provides a more varied site 
layout, and reduces the volume of grading.  As shown in Table 2-2, earthwork quantities for Sites 8, 
2, and 3 would range from 6.6 to 8.3 million cubic yards (5.0 to 6.3 million cubic meters).  Native 
habitat and existing landforms were retained as much as possible in the site plan design.  The parks 
and open space network would contain a hard surface trail system and open space areas would be 
visually linked by consistent and interconnected plant materials and trail surfaces. 
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Table 2-2.  Development Characteristics of Alternatives 
 

Site 8 Alternative 
 Site 8A Site 8B Site 2 Alternative Site 3 Alternative 

Acreage 

Development Area 
264 acres (106.8 hectares) (includes 13.3-acre 
[5.3-hectare] school site) 

283 acres (114.5 hectares) 
(includes 11.3-acre [4.5-hectare] 
school site) 

208 acres (84.1 hectares) 
(includes 12-acre [4.8-hectare] 
school site) 

Access/Utilities 
35 acres  
(14.1 hectares)  

29 acres  
(11.7 hectares)  N/A 25 acres (10.1 hectares) 

Total 
299 acres 
(121.0 hectares) 

293 acres  
(92.8 hectares) 283 acres (114.5 hectares) 233 acres (94.2 hectares) 

Building Summary 
Duplex (one story house) – 35 Bldgs. = 70 units – 
Duplex (two story 
townhouse) 58 Bldgs. = 116 units – 39 Bldgs. = 78 units 
Fourplex (two story 
townhouse) 47 Bldgs. = 188 units 30 Bldgs. = 120 units 38 Bldgs. = 152 units 
Sixplex (two story 
townhouse) 

44 Bldgs. = 352 units (includes 88 Americans 
with Disabilities Act [ADA] units) 

39 Bldgs. = 234 units (includes 
78 ADA units) 

33 Bldgs. = 264 units (includes 
66 ADA units) 

Sixplex (two story 
apartment) 60 Bldgs. = 360 units 

64 Bldgs. = 384 units (includes 
84 ADA units) 72 Bldgs. = 432 units 

Eightplex (two story 
apartment) 50 Bldgs = 400 units (includes 100 ADA units) 

24 Bldgs. = 192 units (includes 
24 ADA units) 

40 Bldgs. = 320 units (includes 
80 ADA units) 

Eightplex (two story 
patio apartment) 23 Bldgs = 184 units – – 
Total Units up to 282 Bldgs. = 1,600 units up to 192 Bldgs. = 1,000 units up to 222 Bldgs. = 1,246 units 

 
 
Throughout East Miramar there are vegetation communities that are susceptible to fire.  To address 
the issue of wildland fire management, a minimum 110-foot (30.4-meter) brush management zone 
has been established for the three sites located in East Miramar and is included within the site 
footprint.  Within 25 feet (7.6 meters) of the edge of pads and 40 feet (12.1 meters) from the edge of 
structures, an irrigated buffer of non-combustible vegetation would be established.  A second zone 
40 feet (12.1 meters) beyond that would be planted with non-combustible native or naturalized 
vegetation.  Beyond that, a third zone of thinned and pruned native vegetation would be established 
for 30 feet (9.1 meters).  Project design features would also include maintenance of mandatory fire 
flow requirements and adherence to response time requirements for MFH in accordance with DoD 
Fire and Emergency Services Program (DoD Instruction 6055.5) and the Marine Corps Fire 
Protection and Emergency Service Program (Marine Corps Order P11000.11B) as appropriate.  
Building materials will be strictly controlled and all architectural and landscape design will address 
fire prevention principles. 
 
As discussed in detail in Sections 3.14 and 4.14, historical land uses at MCAS Miramar, including 
portions of the MFH alternative sites, are linked to the use of military munitions.  This Draft EIS 
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discusses a number of mitigation measures designed to help ensure public safety.  These measures 
include, among others, construction design and operation (e.g., clearing and soil excavation within 
the housing footprint), the addition of a safety buffer zone around the perimeter of each site 
alternative, and post construction land use controls and monitoring. 
 
Preliminary estimates of construction equipment air pollutant emissions indicate that there would be 
a potential for exceedance of the oxides of nitrogen (NOX) de minimis threshold level associated 
with conformity with the Clean Air Act.  This potential would be avoided if electric power were 
available at the project site, thereby minimizing the use of on-site diesel engine driven generators.  
Therefore, an element of the proposed action for all alternatives within East Miramar is to require 
that commercial electric power shall be provided at the site at the start of construction, and the 
commercial power shall be used to the maximum extent feasible. 
 
Site 8 Alternative 
 
Under this alternative up to 1,600 units would be developed in one development area of 264 acres 
(106.8 hectares).  The estimated earthwork quantity for the site footprint would be 5,300,000 cubic 
yards (cy) (4,056,850 cubic meters) of balanced cut and fill.  As shown in Figure 2-4, a 13.3-acre 
(5.3-hectare) school site for two elementary schools and community center/park area would be 
located in the center of the proposed development area. 
 
As discussed in Subsection 2.2.3, this EIS examines two different access routes to Site 8.  The 
preferred alignment, referred to as Site 8A, would involve an approximately two-mile 
(3.2-kilometer) extension of Santo Road (Figure 2-4).  The access road would involve approximately 
35 acres (14.1 hectares), and would traverse a 58 acre (23.5 hectares) isolated parcel currently owned 
by the San Diego Unified School District.  The estimated earthwork quantity for the access road 
would be 270,000 cy (206,415 cubic meters) of cut and 870,000 cy (665,115 cubic meters) of fill.  
Secondary emergency access would be provided by existing dirt roads to Camp Elliott.  This 
proposed extension of Santo Road would provide freeway access to SR 52 and then access to the 
Main Station gates via I-15 to Miramar Road or Miramar Way.  
 
An alternate access to Site 8, referred to as Site 8B, would involve the construction of a new 
interchange on SR 52 and the construction of an approximately 400-foot (121.8-meter) roadway 
from the development site to the new interchange (Figure 2-4).  If this alternate access were selected, 
subsequent environmental documentation for the interchange would need to be prepared in 
accordance with FHWA and CALTRANS guidelines. 
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As shown in Table 2-2, a total of up to 282 buildings would be developed, including 58 two-story 
duplexes, 47 two-story fourplexes, 44 two-story townhouse sixplexes, 60 two-story apartment 
sixplexes, 50 two-story apartment eightplexes, and 23 two-story patio apartment eightplexes.  This 
bedroom mix is for planning purposes only and would be subject to reevaluation at the time of 
construction to more adequately reflect the specific military housing needs at that time.  A total of up 
to 1,600 units would be constructed of which 188 would be compliant with the Americans with 
Disability Act. 
 
Various community facilities would be provided including the 13.3-acre (5.3-hectare) school site for 
development of two elementary schools and a community center/park.  The school recreational fields 
would be joint use for the school and residents.  Proposed recreational facilities include playgrounds, 
basketball courts, tennis courts, and sand volleyball courts.  A mini-mart, gas station and childcare 
facility are also proposed. 
 
Site 2 Alternative 
 
Under this alternative, up to 1,000 MFH units would be constructed on approximately 283 acres 
(114.5 hectares) in the northwest corner of East Miramar (Figure 2-5).  The estimated earthwork 
quantity for the site footprint would be 6,600,000 cy (5,045,700 cubic meters) of balanced cut and 
fill.  Figure 2-5 shows the preliminary site plan for this location which consists of three parcels 
connected by a ridgetop road.  As shown in Table 2-2, a total of 192 buildings would be developed, 
including 30 two-story fourplexes, 35 single-story duplexes, 39 two-story townhouse sixplexes, 64 
two-story apartment sixplexes, and 24 two-story apartment eightplexes.  This bedroom mix is for 
planning purposes only and would be subject to reevaluation at the time of construction to more 
adequately reflect the specific military housing needs at that time.  Of these units, 186 would be fully 
compliant with requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act.  As shown in Figure 2-4, 
duplexes would generally be located on the outer perimeter of the developed areas.  Recreation 
facilities would be constructed throughout the development area consistent with the development 
guidelines for construction of MFH.  These would include 38 playgrounds (tot lots), 19 basketball 
courts, 8 tennis courts, 10 sand volleyball courts and community recreation fields with baseball/ 
softball diamonds.  The site plan includes an 11.3-acre (4.5-hectare) school site. 
 
As illustrated in Figure 2-5, primary access would be via Pomerado Roadway.  Pomerado Road is 
one of the main access roads to Scripps Ranch.  On the west side of I-15, Pomerado Road becomes 
Miramar Road which has direct access to MCAS Miramar through the north gate.  Secondary 
emergency access would be provided by existing Air Station roads that are used to haul explosive 
ordnance. 
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Site 3 Alternative 
 
Under this alternative up to 1,246 units would be 208 acres (84.1 hectares).  The extension of an 
access road/utilities from the terminus of Miramar Way would result in grading of an additional 25 
acres (10.1 hectares).  The total area graded would be 233 acres (94.2 hectares).  The estimated 
earthwork quantity for the site footprint would be 7,000,000 cy (5,504,400 cubic meters) of balanced 
cut and fill and 168,000 cy (128,436 cubic meters) of cut and 96,000 cy (73,392 cubic meters) of fill 
for the access road.  As shown in the conceptual site plan (Figure 2-6), a gas station and mini-mart 
are proposed near the main entrance to the site. 
 
The Site 3 Alternative would be accessed by an extension of Miramar Way from where it currently 
terminates just east of I-15, approximately two miles further east of the project’s development 
boundary (Figure 2-6).  This extension would provide freeway access as well as direct access to the 
MCAS Miramar East Gate.  Emergency access to the site would utilize an existing dirt road/fire 
break which connects to Camp Elliott. 
 
As shown in Table 2-2, a total of up to 222 buildings would be developed, including 39 two-story 
townhouse duplexes, 38 two-story townhouse fourplexes, 33 two-story townhouse sixplexes, 72 two-
story apartment sixplexes, and 40 two-story apartment eightplexes.  This bedroom mix is for 
planning purposes only and would be subject to reevaluation at the time of construction to more 
adequately reflect the specific military housing needs at that time.  Up to 1,246 units would be 
constructed of which 148 would be fully compliant with the Americans with Disabilities Act.  These 
units are single-story units placed at the ends of multi-unit townhouses. 
 
Various community facilities would be provided including a 12.8-acre (5.1-hectare) school site for 
development of an elementary school and a community center/park.  The school recreational fields 
would be joint use for the school and residents.  Proposed recreational facilities under this alternative 
include playgrounds, basketball courts, tennis courts, and sand volleyball courts. 
 
2.3.2 No Action Alternative 
 
Under the No Action Alternative, no MFH would be built.  Consequently, the purpose of the 
Proposed Action to provide additional suitable, affordable family housing for military personnel and 
their families in the San Diego region would not be met. 



S-4 Duplex (2 Story TownHouse)

39 Bldgs.= 78 Units

T-4 Fourplex (2 Story TownHouse)

38 Bldgs.= 152 Units

T-3 Sixplex (2 Story TownHouse)

33 Bldgs.= 198 + 66 ADA Units

Playgrounds
37 Total

Basketball Courts
25 Total

Tennis Courts
12 Total

Total Townhomes = 494 Units
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Sand Volleyball Courts
12 Total

A-3 Sixplex (2 Story Apartment)

72 Bldgs.= 432 Units

A-2 Eightplex (2 Story Apartment)

40 Bldgs.= 240 + 80 ADA Units

P-3 Eightplex (2 Story Patio Apartment)

0 Bldgs.= 0 Units

Total Apartments = 752 Units TOTAL UNITS = 1,246
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In the short term, the various alternative sites would remain in their current conditions, but would be 
available for future military development.  The three MFH sites are currently undeveloped and 
characterized by native vegetation and natural terrain but are used for military training.  If MFH is 
not developed on any of these three sites, then property would continue to be utilized as under 
current conditions.  It is possible that some other land use could be implemented in the future.  As 
part of any future development process, a separate environmental evaluation would be undertaken to 
determine the environmental impacts of that action.  Although it is possible that the alternative sites 
may eventually be developed or reused, there is no current certainty as to what that use could be.  
Since it is impossible to speculate as to the type of development/reuse that might result should MFH 
not be constructed, the environmental impact analysis of the No Action Alternative in this EIS 
focuses on the near-term status condition only.  This approach is consistent with NEPA guidelines, 
which do not require analysis of speculative future development. 
 
2.3.3 Preferred Alternative 
 
Based on subsequent environmental analysis, Site 8 has been identified as the Preferred Alternative 
of the three development alternatives.  Site 8 was selected since it has less overall impact than the 
other development alternatives, and because it can accommodate the most MFH units.  For many of 
the environmental issues analyzed in Section 4, there are no major differences in impacts among the 
three development alternatives.  However, there are a number of environmental resource issues 
where obvious differences in impacts led to the identification of the Preferred Alternative.   
 
In selection of the Preferred Alternative, the need was to accommodate the military’s mission and be 
sensitive to the surrounding communities.  Similar to any other residential project in an urban area, 
socioeconomic issues such as land use compatibility, traffic and schools are the major concerns to 
both the local communities and military families who will reside in the new development.  Each of 
these issues was weighted heavily in the selection of the Preferred Alternative and are briefly 
discussed below. 
 
In order to accommodate the Station mission, land use compatibility is of utmost importance due to 
the requirement that any proposed action be compatible with existing mission requirements and 
associated land uses.  Site 8 ranks the highest in land use compatibility for all the MFH sites.  
Specifically, Site 8 is compatible with all on Station land uses (i.e., training) except for a portion of 
the access road that currently overlaps a portion of the SDZ for the pistol range complex.  Of 
particular importance, is that Site 8 is located southeast of the MCAS Miramar flight path and is 
therefore, most compatible with all station air and ground training. 
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Site 8 also has the least impact on school facilities compared to the other MFH sites.  Each of the 
MFH sites includes land for development of elementary school(s) to accommodate the demand 
generated from the site.  However, junior high and high school students generated from the MFH 
sites would attend school in the surrounding communities.  Based on the analysis and information 
provided by the local school districts, Site 8 would have the least impact. 
 
Two access scenarios were analyzed for Site 8.  One of the access scenarios would involve an 
approximately two mile extension of Santo Road.  This access is referred to as Site 8A in this EIS.  
An second alternate access scenario, referred to as Site 8B, would involve the construction of a new 
interchange on SR 52 and the construction of an approximately 400-foot roadway from the 
development site to the new roadway.  Site 8A is considered to be the preferred access scenario since 
construction of a new interchange would add considerable time to the NEPA process because the 
preparation of additional environmental documentation in accordance with the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) and California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) would be required.  
In addition, the construction of a new interchange would be very costly.  The traffic analysis 
conducted for Site 8A indicated that Santo Road would operate at an acceptable level of service with 
the implementation of the Proposed Action and according to the Caltrans Highway Design Manual, a 
new interchange is usually only required to improve safety or to eliminate a bottleneck. 
 
Results of the traffic analysis showed that Site 2 would have significant, unmitigable impacts to the 
surrounding roadways and intersections.  Site 8 has similar impacts to Site 3.  However, even though 
Sites 3 and 8 have similar off-site traffic impacts, internal access to Site 3 results in significant 
impacts to biological resources that need to be taken into consideration. 
 
In addition to socioeconomics, natural resource issues including cultural and biological concerns and 
associated regulatory agency requirements were also weighted heavily in the selection of the 
Preferred Alternative.  Overall, Sites 2 and 8 have both fewer and similar impacts compared to 
Site 3.  Please refer to Section 4.6 and 4.7 for more detailed analysis of cultural and biological 
resources, respectively. 
 
2.4 COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 
 
Table 2-3 presents a summary of potentially significant environmental effects and corresponding 
mitigation measures for each alternative. 
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 Table 2-3.  Summary of Potential Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures 
 

Site 8 
Site 8A Site 8B Site 2 Alternative Site 3 Alternative No Action Alternative 

Land Use     
Impact.  No significant impacts are 
expected. 
 
Mitigation.  No mitigation measures are 
required. 

Impact.  A new interchange with SR 52 will 
require coordination with FHWA and 
Caltrans. 
 
Mitigation.  No mitigation is required.  
However, subsequent environmental 
documentation for a new interchange may 
require mitigation measures. 

Impact.  No significant impacts are 
expected. 
 
Mitigation.  No mitigation measures are 
required. 

Impact.  No significant impacts are 
expected. 
 
Mitigation.  No mitigation measures are 
required. 

No significant impacts are expected; no 
mitigation measures are required. 

Socioeconomics/Environmental Justice     
Impact.  No significant impacts are 
expected. 
 
Mitigation.  No mitigation measures are 
required. 

Impact.  No significant impacts are 
expected. 
 
Mitigation.  No mitigation measures are 
required. 

Impact.  No significant impacts are 
expected. 
 
Mitigation.  No mitigation measures are 
required. 

Impact.  No significant impacts are 
expected. 
 
Mitigation.  No mitigation measures are 
required. 

No significant impacts are expected; no 
mitigation measures are required. 

Utilities     
Impact.  Several downstream sections of 
sewer lines cannot accommodate the 
proposed development.   
 
Mitigation.  Upgrade several sections of 
sewer lines on Santo Road south of SR 52.  
Pumping stations would be required on the 
proposed access road for those portions of 
the route adverse to grade. 

Impact.  Several downstream sections of 
sewer lines cannot accommodate the 
proposed development.   
 
Mitigation.  Upgrade several sections of 
sewer lines on Santo Road south of SR 52.  
Pumping stations would be required on the 
proposed access road for those portions of 
the route adverse to grade. 

Impact.  Adjacent off-site sewer lines cannot 
accommodate the proposed development. 
 
Mitigation.  Upgrades to the existing sewer 
system in Birch Bluff Road would be 
required. 

Impact.  Connection to existing off-site 
water, sewer, gas, and electricity lines would 
require traversing private property. 
 
Mitigation.  Easements over the portion of 
land immediately south of Pomerado Road 
would need to be obtained from the private 
property owners.  Pumping stations would be 
required along the proposed access road for 
those portions of the route adverse to grade. 

No significant impacts are expected; no 
mitigation measures are required. 

Public Services     
Impact 1.  Development of Site 8 would 
result in an increased demand for fire 
protection at the proposed housing 
development.  This increased demand would 
not be a significant impact because fire 
services could be provided by existing and 
planned fire stations.  Due to its existing 
exclusive jurisdiction status, fire service 
would continue to be provided by the Federal 
Fire Department on MCAS Miramar.  During 
the construction phase of the proposed 
project, fire service for this alternative would 
be provided by the Elliott temporary station 
with emergency backup from local 
jurisdictions.  The location of the permanent 
facility scheduled for construction during the 
2006-2007 fiscal year is currently under 
evaluation.  The station would be located to 
include the maximum fire protection 
coverage for East Miramar. 

Impact 1.  Development of Site 8 would 
result in an increased demand for fire 
protection at the proposed housing 
development.  This increased demand would 
not be a significant impact because fire 
services could be provided by existing and 
planned fire stations.  Due to its existing 
exclusive jurisdiction status, fire service 
would continue to be provided by the Federal 
Fire Department on MCAS Miramar.  During 
the construction phase of the proposed 
project, fire service for this alternative would 
be provided by the Elliott temporary station 
with emergency backup from local 
jurisdictions.  The location of the permanent 
facility scheduled for construction during the 
2006-2007 fiscal year is currently under 
evaluation.  The station would be located to 
include the maximum fire protection 
coverage for East Miramar. 
 

Impact 1.  Development of Site 2 would 
result in an increased demand for fire 
protection at the proposed housing 
development.  This increased demand would 
not be a significant impact because fire 
services could be provided by existing and 
planned fire stations.  Due to its existing 
exclusive jurisdiction status, fire service 
would continue to be provided by the Federal 
Fire Department on MCAS Miramar.  During 
the construction phase of the proposed 
project, fire service for this alternative would 
be provided by the Elliott temporary station 
with emergency backup from local 
jurisdictions.  The location of the permanent 
facility scheduled for construction during the 
2006-2007 fiscal year is currently under 
evaluation.  The station would be located to 
include the maximum fire protection 
coverage for East Miramar.  
 

Impact 1.  Development of Site 3 would 
result in an increased demand for fire 
protection at the proposed housing 
development.  This increased demand would 
not be a significant impact because fire 
services could be provided by existing and 
planned fire stations.  Due to its existing 
exclusive jurisdiction status, fire service 
would continue to be provided by the Federal 
Fire Department on MCAS Miramar.  During 
the construction phase of the proposed 
project, fire service for this alternative would 
be provided by the Elliott temporary station 
with emergency backup from local 
jurisdictions.  The location of the permanent 
facility scheduled for construction during the 
2006-2007 fiscal year is currently under 
evaluation.   
 
Site 3 would also include design features to 
prevent fire hazards as discussed for Site 8.  

No significant impacts are expected; no 
mitigation measures are required. 
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Site 8 
Site 8A Site 8B Site 2 Alternative Site 3 Alternative No Action Alternative 

As an option to fire protection from on-
station services, there is also the opportunity 
for DON and the State of California to 
change the jurisdiction for Site 8 from 
exclusive to, at a minimum, concurrent 
legislative which enable local fire services 
support. 
 
Project design features would ensure that fire 
hazards are minimized and would support the 
National Fire Protection Association Uniform 
Fire Code and the Marine Corps Fire 
Protection and Emergency Services Program 
(Marine Corps Order P11000.11B) (DON 
1997). 
 
Mitigation 1.  No significant impacts have 
been identified; therefore, no mitigation 
measures are required. 
 
Impact 2.  Development of the MFH site 
would result in an increased demand for 
military police services at the proposed 
housing development.  The increased demand 
would be in the form of additional areas to be 
patrolled and an increase in the number of 
calls by residents.  Under the existing 
exclusive jurisdiction status, police service 
would continue to be provided by the MCAS 
Miramar Provost Marshall.  The staff of the 
existing on-station military police force is not 
large enough to meet the demands of a 
housing development in East Miramar; 
therefore, impacts to police service are 
significant. 
 
Similar to provision of fire services, there is 
also the opportunity for DON and the State of 
California to change the jurisdiction from 
exclusive to, at a minimum, concurrent 
legislative which would enable local police 
support. 
 
Mitigation 2.  Increased staffing of the 
MCAS Miramar military police force would 
reduce impacts to below significance.  If 
DON and the State of California choose to 
change the status of Site 8 to, at a minimum, 
concurrent legislative jurisdiction, police 
service would be provided by the San Diego 
Police Department.  Because military police 
would respond only to calls involving active 

As an option to fire protection from on-
station services, there is also the opportunity 
for DON and the State of California to 
change the jurisdiction for Site 8 from 
exclusive to, at a minimum, concurrent 
legislative which enable local fire services 
support. 
 
Project design features would ensure that fire 
hazards are minimized and would support the 
National Fire Protection Association Uniform 
Fire Code and the Marine Corps Fire 
Protection and Emergency Services Program 
(Marine Corps Order P11000.11B) (DON 
1997). 
 
Mitigation 1.  No significant impacts have 
been identified; therefore, no mitigation 
measures are required. 
 
Impact 2.  Development of the MFH site 
would result in an increased demand for 
military police services at the proposed 
housing development.  The increased demand 
would be in the form of additional areas to be 
patrolled and an increase in the number of 
calls by residents.  Under the existing 
exclusive jurisdiction status, police service 
would continue to be provided by the MCAS 
Miramar Provost Marshall.  The staff of the 
existing on-station military police force is not 
large enough to meet the demands of a 
housing development in East Miramar; 
therefore, impacts to police service are 
significant. 
 
Similar to provision of fire services, there is 
also the opportunity for DON and the State of 
California to change the jurisdiction from 
exclusive to, at a minimum, concurrent 
legislative which would enable local police 
support. 
 
Mitigation 2.  Increased staffing of the 
MCAS Miramar military police force would 
reduce impacts to below significance.  If 
DON and the State of California choose to 
change the status of Site 8 to, at a minimum, 
concurrent legislative jurisdiction, police 
service would be provided by the San Diego 
Police Department.  Because military police 
would respond only to calls involving active 

As an option to fire protection from on-
station services, there is also the opportunity 
for DON and the State of California to 
change the jurisdiction for Site 8 from 
exclusive to, at a minimum, concurrent 
legislative which enable local fire services 
support. 
 
Project design features would ensure that fire 
hazards are minimized and would support the 
National Fire Protection Association Uniform 
Fire Code and the Marine Corps Fire 
Protection and Emergency Services Program 
(Marine Corps Order P11000.11B) (DON 
1997). 
 
Mitigation 1.  No significant impacts have 
been identified; therefore, no mitigation 
measures are required. 
 
Impact 2.  Development of the MFH site 
would result in an increased demand for 
military police services at the proposed 
housing development.  The increased demand 
would be in the form of additional areas to be 
patrolled and an increase in the number of 
calls by residents.  Under the existing 
exclusive jurisdiction status, police service 
would continue to be provided by the MCAS 
Miramar Provost Marshall.  The staff of the 
existing on-station military police force is not 
large enough to meet the demands of a 
housing development in East Miramar; 
therefore, impacts to police service are 
significant. 
 
Similar to provision of fire services, there is 
also the opportunity for DON and the State of 
California to change the jurisdiction from 
exclusive to, at a minimum, concurrent 
legislative which would enable local police 
support. 
 
Mitigation 2.  Increased staffing of the 
MCAS Miramar military police force would 
reduce impacts to below significance.  If 
DON and the State of California choose to 
change the status of Site 8 to, at a minimum, 
concurrent legislative jurisdiction, police 
service would be provided by the San Diego 
Police Department.  Because military police 
would respond only to calls involving active 

The firebreaks for this alternative would be 
the same as Site 8. 
 
Mitigation 1.  No significant impacts have 
been identified; therefore, no mitigation 
measures are required. 
 
Impact 2.  Development of the MFH site 
would result in an increased demand for 
military police services at the proposed 
housing development.  The increased demand 
would be in the form of additional areas to be 
patrolled and an increase in the number of 
calls by residents.  Under the existing 
exclusive jurisdiction status, police service 
would continue to be provided by the MCAS 
Miramar Provost Marshall.  The staff of the 
existing on-station military police force is not 
large enough to meet the demands of a 
housing development in East Miramar; 
therefore, impacts to police service are 
significant. 
 
Similar to provision of fire services, there is 
also the opportunity for DON and the State of 
California to change the jurisdiction from 
exclusive to, at a minimum, concurrent 
legislative which would enable local police 
support. 
 
Mitigation 2.  Increased staffing of the 
MCAS Miramar military police force would 
reduce impacts to below significance.  If 
DON and the State of California choose to 
change the status of Site 8 to, at a minimum, 
concurrent legislative jurisdiction, police 
service would be provided by the San Diego 
Police Department.  Because military police 
would respond only to calls involving active 
duty military personnel exclusively, 
increased military police staffing would not 
be required. 
 
Impact 3.  Site 3 would have an additional 
1,246 new housing units which would 
generate approximately 903 K-5 students, 
174 middle school students, and 125 high 
school students.  Based on the projected 
number of elementary age students for Site 3, 
there would be a need for approximately one 
elementary school.  Land on site has been set 
aside within the project boundaries for 
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Site 8 
Site 8A Site 8B Site 2 Alternative Site 3 Alternative No Action Alternative 

duty military personnel exclusively, 
increased military police staffing would not 
be required. 
 
Impact 3.  Under this alternative, there 
would be an increase of up to 1,600 new 
housing units that would generate 
approximately 1,172 K-5 students, 228 
middle school students, and 163 high school 
students.  Based on the projected number of 
elementary age students for Site 8 and the 
SDUSD criteria, there would be a need for 
the equivalent of two on-site elementary 
schools.  Land on site has been set aside 
within the project boundaries for construction 
of elementary school facilities by SDUSD.  
Specifically, the site plan includes a 13.3 acre 
(54 hectare) school site which would 
accommodate two elementary schools.  
Middle school age students would attend 
either Gasper de Deportola or Farb.  Gasper 
de Deportola is located geographically closer 
to Site 8 then Farb.  High school age students 
are projected to attend Junipero Serra High 
School.  Based on existing capacity, Site 8 
could have an impact on the junior high and 
high schools.  However, the SDUSD has 
indicated that it could accommodate these 
additional students by expansion of the 
capacity at existing school sites (SDUSD 
2000).  The middle school students would be 
assigned to either Gasper de Deportola or 
Farb on a space available basis.  
 
Mitigation 3.  Federal Impact Aid Funds 
could be made available in accordance with 
Title VIII of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965 (as amended through 
January 12, 2002).  Impact aid is intended to 
compensate local school districts for burdens 
placed on their resources by federal activity.  
Schools must apply for impact aid with funds 
paid directly by the Department of Education 
(U.S. Department of Education 1995).  The 
DoD would assist, to the extent practicable, 
affected schools in their pursuit for federal 
impact aid.  San Diego Unified School 
District would be notified of development 
approval and estimated completion at least 
six months prior to the new school year. 

duty military personnel exclusively, 
increased military police staffing would not 
be required. 
 
Impact 3.  Under this alternative, there 
would be an increase of up to 1,600 new 
housing units that would generate 
approximately 1,172 K-5 students, 228 
middle school students, and 163 high school 
students.  Based on the projected number of 
elementary age students for Site 8 and the 
SDUSD criteria, there would be a need for 
the equivalent of two on-site elementary 
schools.  Land on site has been set aside 
within the project boundaries for construction 
of elementary school facilities by SDUSD.  
Specifically, the site plan includes a 13.3 acre 
(54 hectare) school site which would 
accommodate two elementary schools.  
Middle school age students would attend 
either Gasper de Deportola or Farb.  Gasper 
de Deportola is located geographically closer 
to Site 8 then Farb.  High school age students 
are projected to attend Junipero Serra High 
School.  Based on existing capacity, Site 8 
could have an impact on the junior high and 
high schools.  However, the SDUSD has 
indicated that it could accommodate these 
additional students by expansion of the 
capacity at existing school sites (SDUSD 
2000).  The middle school students would be 
assigned to either Gasper de Deportola or 
Farb on a space available basis.  
 
Mitigation 3.  Federal Impact Aid Funds 
could be made available in accordance with 
Title VIII of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965 (as amended through 
July 12, 2002).  Impact aid is intended to 
compensate local school districts for burdens 
placed on their resources by federal activity.  
Schools must apply for impact aid with funds 
paid directly by the Department of Education 
(U.S. Department of Education 1995).  The 
DoD would assist, to the extent practicable, 
affected schools in their pursuit for federal 
impact aid.  San Diego Unified School 
District would be notified of development 
approval and estimated completion at least 
six months prior to the new school year. 

duty military personnel exclusively, 
increased military police staffing would not 
be required. 
 
Impact 3.  Site 2 would generate a net 
increase of 731 elementary students, 142 
middle school students, and 103 high school 
students.  Based on the projected number of 
elementary age students for Site 2, there 
would be a need for approximately one 
elementary school.  Land on site has been set 
aside within the project boundaries for 
construction of elementary school facilities 
by SDUSD.  Specifically, the site plan 
includes a 11.3-acre (4.5-hectare) school site.  
Elementary students for the new housing 
development would attend the proposed on-
site elementary school.  The closest middle 
school at present is Marshall Middle School; 
however, capacity at this school has been 
reached, and conversion of Marshall Middle 
School to an elementary school is planned for 
2006.  According to the SDUSD, the interim 
period students generated by Site 2 would 
need to attend Wangenheim Middle School 
in Mira Mesa, which is approximately 
8 miles (13 kilometers) from Site 2.  Scripps 
Ranch High School is the closest high school 
to serve students for Site 2.  The high school 
is located approximately 6.5 miles (10 
kilometers) from Site 2. 
 
Mitigation 3.  Federal Impact Aid Funds 
could be made available in accordance with 
Title VIII of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965 (as amended through 
July 12, 2002).  Impact aid is intended to 
compensate local school districts for burdens 
placed on their resources by federal activity.  
Schools must apply for impact aid with funds 
paid directly by the Department of Education 
(U.S. Department of Education 1995).  The 
DoD would assist, to the extent practicable, 
affected schools in their pursuit for federal 
impact aid.  San Diego Unified School 
District would be notified of development 
approval and estimated completion at least 
six months prior to the new school year. 

construction of elementary school facilities 
by SDUSD.  Specifically, the site plan 
includes a 12-acre (4.8 hectare) school site.  
Elementary students for the new housing 
development would attend the proposed on-
site elementary school.  As with Site 2, the 
closest middle school at present is Marshall 
Middle School.  Due to the capacity issues 
addressed in Site 2, students for Site 3 would 
also have to attend Wangenheim Middle 
School until the new middle school is 
constructed.  Scripps Ranch High School is 
the closest high school to serve students for 
Site 3 and as stated above is located 3.2 miles 
(5 kilometers) from the site. 
 
Mitigation 3.  Federal Impact Aid Funds 
could be made available in accordance with 
Title VIII of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965 (as amended through 
July 12, 2002).  Impact aid is intended to 
compensate local school districts for burdens 
placed on their resources by federal activity.  
Schools must apply for impact aid with funds 
paid directly by the Department of Education 
(U.S. Department of Education 1995).  The 
DoD would assist, to the extent practicable, 
affected schools in their pursuit for federal 
impact aid.  San Diego Unified School 
District would be notified of development 
approval and estimated completion at least 
six months prior to the new school year. 
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Site 8 
Site 8A Site 8B Site 2 Alternative Site 3 Alternative No Action Alternative 

Visual Resources     
Impact.  No significant impacts are expected 
with implementation of the site planning 
measures discussed below. 
 
Mitigation.  The following measures shall be 
incorporated into detailed site planning for 
the MFH action to avoid or reduce visual 
impacts to MFH residents and those 
surrounding viewers with intermittent views: 
(1) landform grades where slopes do not 
remain should be recontoured with consistent 
slope aspects; (2) landform screening should 
be required where a ridge line would 
determine whether or not the project could be 
seen; (3) project setbacks with no structures 
allowed should be used, where the location 
and height of development would become 
visible from adjacent properties or public 
roadways; and (4) revegetation of slopes that 
are adjacent to natural slopes should utilized 
similar species, matching color, texture, 
species composition, spacing, and growth 
irregularities. 

Impact.  The new SR 52 interchange would 
be visible from Mission Trails Regional Park 
and drivers on SR 52 resulting in an 
unmitigable visual impact. 
 
Mitigation.  The following measures shall be 
incorporated into detailed site planning for 
the MFH action to reduce visual impacts to 
MFH residents and those surrounding 
viewers with intermittent views: (1) landform 
grades where slopes do not remain should be 
recontoured with consistent slope aspects; (2) 
landform screening should be required where 
a ridge line would determine whether or not 
the project could be seen; (3) project setbacks 
with no structures allowed should be used, 
where the location and height of development 
would become visible from adjacent 
properties or public roadways; and (4) 
revegetation of slopes that are adjacent to 
natural slopes should utilized similar species, 
matching color, texture, species composition, 
spacing, and growth irregularities. 

Impact.  There would be an unmitigable 
visible impact to the residents on the eastern 
side of Birch Bluff Avenue. 
 
Mitigation.  The following measures shall be 
incorporated into detailed site planning for 
the MFH action to reduce visual impacts to 
MFH residents and those surrounding 
viewers with intermittent views: (1) landform 
grades where slopes do not remain should be 
recontoured with consistent slope aspects; (2) 
landform screening should be required where 
a ridge line would determine whether or not 
the project could be seen; (3) project setbacks 
with no structures allowed should be used, 
where the location and height of development 
would become visible from adjacent 
properties or public roadways; and (4) 
revegetation of slopes that are adjacent to 
natural slopes should utilized similar species, 
matching color, texture, species composition, 
spacing, and growth irregularities. 

Impact.  There would be an unmitigable 
visible impact to the residents on the eastern 
side of Birch Bluff Avenue. 
 
Mitigation.  The following measures shall be 
incorporated into detailed site planning for 
the MFH action to reduce visual impacts to 
MFH residents and those surrounding 
viewers with intermittent views: (1) landform 
grades where slopes do not remain should be 
recontoured with consistent slope aspects; (2) 
landform screening should be required where 
a ridge line would determine whether or not 
the project could be seen; (3) project setbacks 
with no structures allowed should be used, 
where the location and height of development 
would become visible from adjacent 
properties or public roadways; and (4) 
revegetation of slopes that are adjacent to 
natural slopes should utilized similar species, 
matching color, texture, species composition, 
spacing, and growth irregularities. 

No significant impacts are expected; no 
mitigation measures are required. 

Cultural Resources     
Impact.  Two sparse lithic scatters would be 
impacted.  
 
It is not anticipated that cultural resources 
would be impacted within the safety buffer 
area (refer to Section 4.10.1 and Figure 4.10-
1) since investigations would be limited to 
the surface area.  However, if a munition or 
explosive of concern is discovered, it would 
require removal.  There is a potential for 
impacts to buried deposits if located beneath 
the munition or explosive. 
 
Mitigation.  Testing shall be conducted for 
the two sites.  If they are found to be 
ineligible resources, no mitigation measure 
would be required.  If the sites are eligible for 
the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP), mitigation would be needed.  For a 
resource that is eligible for its data content, 
data recovery is frequently considered an 
appropriate treatment.  If impacts to an 
eligible resource occurs, the Marine Corps 
would consult to resolve the adverse effect. 
 
If a munition or explosive of concern is 

Impact.  Two sparse lithic scatters would be 
impacted. 
 
It is not anticipated that cultural resources 
would be impacted within the safety buffer 
area (refer to Section 4.10.1 and Figure 4.10-
1) since investigations would be limited to 
the surface area.  However, if a munition or 
explosive of concern is discovered, it would 
require removal.  There is a potential for 
impacts to buried deposits if located beneath 
the munition or explosive. 
 
Mitigation.  Testing shall be conducted for 
the two sites.  If they are found to be 
ineligible resources, no mitigation measure 
would be required.  If the sites are eligible for 
the National Register of Historic Places, 
mitigation would be needed.  For a resource 
that is eligible for its data content, data 
recovery is frequently considered an 
appropriate treatment.  If impacts to an 
eligible resource occurs, the Marine Corps 
would consult to resolve the adverse effect. 
 
If a munition or explosive of concern is 

Impact.  Two archaeological sites (CA-SDI-
8868 and CA-SDI-15,095) would be 
impacted by the development of Site 2.  Site 
CA-SDI-8868 would be avoided through 
project design.  Site CA-SDI-15,095 has not 
been evaluated.  If Site 2 is selected, further 
evaluation would be required.  Therefore, it 
is assumed that impacts are potentially 
significant.  If it is found to be a eligible 
resource, mitigation would be required to 
reduce impacts to less than significant. 
 
It is not anticipated that cultural resources 
would be impacted within the safety buffer 
area (refer to Section 4.10.1 and Figure 4.10-
1) since investigations would be limited to 
the surface area.  However, if a munition or 
explosive of concern is discovered, it would 
require removal.  There is a potential for 
impacts to buried deposits if located beneath 
the munition or explosive. 
 
Mitigation.  No mitigation measures are 
required for non-eligible resources (CA-SDI-
12,602, CA-SDI-12,603, CA-SDI-12,604, 
CA-SDI-13,821/H CA-SDI-12,823, CA-SDI-

Impact.  Site CA-SDI-15,731 would be 
impacted by the development of Site 3 and 
has not been evaluated for eligibility for the 
NRHP.  If Site 3 were selected, further 
evaluation would be required.  Therefore, it 
is assumed that impacts are potentially 
significant.  If subsequent investigations 
confirm that the site meets the criteria for 
sparse lithic scatters, it would be evaluated 
under the Sparse Lithic Scatter Program as 
specified by the Office of Historic 
Preservation (1988).  Once a site has been 
identified as a sparse lithic scatter and 
recorded/collected accordingly, the resource 
is considered ineligible for inclusion on the 
NRHP. 
 
It is not anticipated that cultural resources 
would be impacted within the safety buffer 
area (refer to Section 4.10.1 and Figure 4.10-
1) since investigations would be limited to 
the surface area.  However, if a munition or 
explosive of concern is discovered, it would 
require removal.  There is a potential for 
impacts to buried deposits if located beneath 
the munition or explosive.

No significant impacts are expected; no 
mitigation measures are required. 
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found in the safety buffer area and requires 
removal, a qualified archaeological monitor 
would be required to be onsite during the 
procedure. 

found in the safety buffer area and requires 
removal, a qualified archaeological monitor 
would be required to be onsite during the 
procedure. 

13,825 and CA-SDI-13,826).  If Site CA-
SDI-15,095 is found to be an eligible 
resource, mitigation measures would be 
needed to reduce the level of impact.  
Typically, for a resource such as CA-SDI-
15,095, archival research and/or data 
recovery could be employed to mitigate 
impacts to the site.  Under Section 106 of 
NHPA, impacts to an eligible resource can 
constitute an adverse effect.  If an adverse 
effect is found, the Marine Corps would 
consult to resolve the adverse effect pursuant 
to 36 C.F.R. 800.6. 
 
If a munition or explosive of concern is 
found in the safety buffer area and requires 
removal, a qualified archaeological monitor 
would be required to be onsite during the 
procedure. 

 
Mitigation.  If CA-SDI-15,731 is found to be 
an ineligible resource, no mitigation 
measures are needed.  However, if the site is 
eligible for the NRHP, mitigation would be 
needed to reduce the level of impacts.  For a 
resource that is eligible for its data content, 
data recovery is frequently considered an 
appropriate treatment.  Under Section 106 of 
NHPA, impacts to an eligible resource can 
constitute an adverse effect.  If an adverse 
effect is found, the Marine Corps will consult 
to resolve the adverse effect pursuant to 36 
C.F.R. 800.6. 
 
If a munition or explosive of concern is 
found in the safety buffer area and requires 
removal, a qualified archaeological monitor 
would be required to be onsite during the 
procedure. 

Biological Resources     
Impact.   
 
Development Footprint 
 
Significant impacts to biological resources 
for Site 8A would be avoided through 
implementation of best management 
practices, CERCLA applicable or relevant 
and appropriate requirements (ARARs), and 
other regulatory requirements, along with the 
measures discussed below. 
 
Safety Buffer Zone 
 
The safety buffer zone is itself a measure to 
mitigate impacts on public safety associated 
with the potential presence of MEC in former 
range areas in proximity to the site.  As 
discussed in Section 4.14 of this EIS, 
clearance activities in the safety buffer zone 
would not include the same iterative MEC 
clearance process as the developable area.  
The MEC clearance activities within the 
safety buffer zone would be planned and 
conducted under CERCLA, and would 
include development and implementation of 
an Environmental Protection Plan and 
Explosive Safety Submittal (ESS) to ensure 
environmental mitigation commitments are 
met and explosive safety hazards minimized.  
Prior to conducting a detector-aided surface 

Impact.   
 
Development Footprint 
 
Significant impacts to biological resources 
for Site 8B would be avoided through 
implementation of best management 
practices, CERCLA applicable or relevant 
and appropriate requirements (ARARs), and 
other regulatory requirements, along with the 
measures discussed below. 
 
Safety Buffer Zone 
 
The types of impacts associated with the 
MEC clearing activities and installation of 
any “land use controls” are identical to those 
described in detail for Site 8A.  Please refer 
to Site 8A for a detailed description of these 
impacts. 
 
Mitigation.   
 
Development Footprint 
 
Vegetation and Habitat Types 
 
Direct Impacts.  Measures to ensure that 
there would be no significant direct impacts 
to vegetation and habitat types for Site 8B 
would be the same as those implemented for 

Impact.   
 
Development Footprint 
 
Significant impacts to biological resources 
for Site 2 would be avoided through 
implementation of best management 
practices, CERCLA applicable or relevant 
and appropriate requirements (ARARs), and 
other regulatory requirements, along with the 
measures discussed below. 
 
Safety Buffer Zone 
 
The types of impacts associated with the 
MEC clearing activities and installation of 
any “land use controls” are identical to those 
described in detail for Site 8A.  Please refer 
to Site 8A for a detailed description of these 
impacts. 
 
Mitigation.   
 
Development Footprint 
 
Vegetation and Habitat Types 
 
Direct Impacts.  Measures to ensure that 
there would be no significant direct impacts 
to Diegan coastal sage scrub, native 
grasslands, and freshwater seeps for Site 2 

Impact.   
 
Development Footprint 
 
Significant impacts to biological resources 
for Site 3 would be avoided through 
implementation of best management 
practices, CERCLA applicable or relevant 
and appropriate requirements (ARARs), and 
other regulatory requirements, along with the 
measures discussed below. 
 
Safety Buffer Zone 
 
The types of impacts associated with the 
MEC clearing activities and installation of 
any “land use controls” are identical to those 
described in detail for Site 8A.  Please refer 
to Site 8A for a detailed description of these 
impacts. 
 
Mitigation.   
 
Development Footprint 
 
Vegetation and Habitat Types 
 
Direct Impacts.  Measures to ensure that 
there would be no significant direct impacts 
to Diegan coastal sage scrub, native 
grasslands, and freshwater seeps for Site 3 

No significant impacts are expected; no 
mitigation measures are required. 
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MEC removal, the entire buffer area would 
be surveyed and selective trimming of 
vegetation conducted to facilitate MEC 
clearance activities.  Brush clearance within 
the buffer area would include trimming of the 
brush within identified access lanes to 
accommodate the use of man-portable 
detection equipment, and provide for 
emergency egress.  Site clearance would 
consist of a detector-aided visual acquisition 
of surface MEC materials, and removal of 
any UXO and MEC scrap materials.  No 
intrusive investigation or removal of 
subsurface anomalies would be undertaken.  
These activities could temporarily, and in some 
instances permanently, impact biological 
resources within these safety buffer zones.  
These impacts could entail selectively 
removing vegetation to locate MEC or 
destroying vegetation by UXO removal 
processes.  Brush thinning to facilitate 
equipment access would not remove plant 
roots and above ground biomass would be 
properly disposed of at the landfill or recycled 
for mulch.  As such, these impacts are viewed 
as temporary because in most instances it is 
expected that the vegetation would recover to 
its pre-impact state.   
 
These MEC clearance activities could result 
in permanent direct impacts to certain 
sensitive resources, such as vernal pools, 
with low resiliency (ability of a community 
to recover to its former state once it has been 
disturbed).  Permanent land use controls such 
as fences could have permanent direct 
impacts if they displace biological resources.  
Temporary, indirect impacts could occur to 
biological resources from fugitive dust or 
noise generated by the UXO removal 
process.  Permanent, indirect impacts could 
arise from permanent land use controls if 
these features were situated in drainage 
courses where they would alter hydrological 
processes such as erosion and sedimentation. 
 
The potential impact on biological resources 
within the safety buffer zone, and the nature 
or necessity of mitigation, cannot be 
determined at this time.  The level and type 
of mitigation would depend on the location 
and nature of MEC encountered, which 

ld d i l

Site 8A.   
 
Indirect Impacts.  Measures to ensure that 
there would be no significant indirect impacts 
to vegetation and habitat types for Site 8B 
would be the same as those implemented for 
Site 8A.   
 
Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waters of the 
United States 
 
Direct Impacts. There would be no 
significant impacts and mitigation measures 
would not be necessary. 
 
Indirect Impacts.  There would be no 
significant impacts and mitigation measures 
would not be necessary. 
 
Special Status Species 
 
Direct Impacts.  If no additional Special 
Status Species are detected during the 
surveys of the area south of SR 52, measures 
to avoid direct impacts to Special Status 
Species would be the same as those from Site 
8A.   
 
•  Prior to the final design of Site 8B, 

focused rare plant surveys would be 
conducted for the area of the proposed SR 
52 interchange that lies south of SR 52.  If 
plant Special Status Species are detected 
during these surveys, consultations with 
USFWS under section 7 of the 
Endangered Species Act would reveal 
whether any measures are necessary to 
avoid any adverse effect on the species, 
and implementation of those measures 
would avoid any significant impact.  
Mitigation, therefore, would not be 
necessary. 

 
Indirect Impacts.  Measures to avoid indirect 
impacts to wildlife Special Status Species for 
Site 8B would be the same as those 
implemented for Site 8A.   
 
If plant Special Status Species are detected 
during focused rare plant surveys for the area 
of the proposed SR 52 interchange, measures 
to ensure that there would be no significant 

are the same as those described for Site 8A. 
 
Indirect Impacts.  Measures to ensure that 
there would be no significant indirect impacts 
to Diegan coastal sage scrub, native 
grasslands, and wetland vegetation types for 
Site 2 are the same as those described for Site 
8A.   
 
Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waters of the 
United States 
 
Direct Impacts. There would be no 
significant impacts and mitigation measures 
would not be necessary. 
 
Indirect Impacts.  There would be no 
significant impacts and mitigation measures 
would not be necessary. 
 
Special Status Species 
 
Direct Impacts.  Implementation of any 
necessary measures identified during 
consultations with USFWS regarding the Del 
Mar manzanita would ensure there is no 
significant impact.  Further mitigation 
measures, therefore, would not be required. 
 
Indirect Impacts.  Implementation of  any 
necessary measures identified during 
consultations with USFWS regarding the Del 
Mar manzanita would ensure there is no 
significant impact.  Further mitigation 
measures, therefore, would not be required. 
 
Implementation of the following measures 
would avoid indirect impacts to the willowy 
monardella: 
 
•  Plant housing area landscaping to include 

only native and locally adapted plant 
species in accordance with Executive 
Order 13148 and Presidential 
Memorandum on Environmental Practices 
on Federal Ground [60 FR 40837], to the 
maximum extent practicable.  No plant 
species on the California Exotic Pest Plant 
Council Exotic Pest Plant list would be 
used for housing area landscaping. 

 
•  Monitor downstream populations of 

are the same as those described for Site 8A.   
 
Implementation of the following measures 
would ensure that there would be no 
significant direct impacts to the vernal pools: 
 
•  Provide habitat compensation for impacts 

to vernal pools (2:1 for basin areas 
unoccupied by listed threatened and 
endangered species; 3:1 for basin areas 
occupied by listed threatened and 
endangered species).  Compensation can 
occur either on MCAS Miramar or off 
MCAS Miramar through a combination of 
preservation, restoration, and habitat 
creation. 

 
•  Avoidance of work in vernal pools during 

rainy season or when ground is wet 
(generally from November 1 to April 30). 

 
•  Salvage vernal pool soil (plants, seeds, 

cysts and soil) in dry season prior to 
construction for use in restoration. 

 
Indirect Impacts.  Measures to ensure that 
there would be no significant indirect impacts 
to Diegan coastal sage scrub, native 
grasslands, and wetland vegetation types for 
Site 3 are the same as those described for Site 
8A.   
 
Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waters of the 
United States 
 
Direct Impacts.  No significant impacts 
would occur and mitigation measures would 
not be necessary. 
 
Indirect Impacts.  There would be no 
significant indirect impacts and mitigation 
measures would not be necessary. 
 
Special Status Species 
 
Direct Impacts.  Implementation of any 
necessary measures identified during 
consultations with USFWS regarding the Del 
Mar manzanita would ensure there is no 
significant impact.  Further mitigation 
measures, therefore, would not be required. 
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would determine necessary clearance 
activities as well as the location of any fence 
or other appropriate land use control.  MEC 
clearance activities would be part of a 
CERCLA response.  Impacts from these 
activities would be further evaluated under 
CERCLA, and mitigation determined as 
appropriate. 
 
Mitigation.   
 
Development Footprint 
 
Vegetation and Habitat Types 
 
Direct Impacts.  Sections 6 and 7 of the 
INRMP prescribe compensation ratios to 
mitigate habitat impacts. When applying the 
compensation ratios for habitat impacts, the 
quality of the vegetation/habitat type should 
be taken into consideration.  When degraded 
vegetation/habitat types are involved, the 
ratios should be adjusted so as to achieve an 
equivalent compensation.  A lower 
compensation ratio would be appropriate 
where high quality habitat is being offered 
for impacts to a degraded habitat (MCAS 
Miramar 2000a). 
 
Implementation of the following measure 
would ensure that there would be no 
significant direct impacts to the Diegan 
coastal sage scrub and native grasslands: 
 
•  Provide habitat compensation at a ratio of 

1:1 for habitat unoccupied by listed 
threatened and endangered species.  
Disturbed habitat, that is unoccupied by 
listed threatened and endangered species 
would be compensated at a ratio of 0.5:1.  
Compensation can occur either on MCAS 
Miramar or off MCAS Miramar through 
habitat preservation, creation, or 
enhancement. 

 
Implementation of the following measures 
would ensure that there would be no 
significant direct impacts to vernal pools: 
 
•  Provide habitat compensation at a ratio of 

2:1 (no threatened or endangered species 
present). 

indirect impacts to these species, would be 
the same as those measures for plant Species 
of Regional Special Concern from Site 8A.   
 
Other Species of Regional Special Concern 
 
Direct Impacts.  Measures to ensure that 
there would be no significant direct impacts 
to Species of Regional Special Concern, as 
well as birds protected under the Migratory 
Bird Treaty Act, from Site 8B would be the 
same as those from Site 8A.  Please refer to 
sub-section 4.7.1 for a description of these 
measures.  These measures would also ensure 
that there would be no significant impacts to 
any additional Species of Regional Special 
Concern that may occur in the area of the 
proposed SR 52 Interchange.   
 
Indirect Impacts.  Measures to ensure that 
there would be no significant indirect impacts 
to Species of Regional Special Concern, as 
well as birds protected under the Migratory 
Bird Treaty Act, from Site 8B would be the 
same as those from Site 8A.  Please refer to 
sub-section 4.7.1 for a description of these 
measures.  These measures would also ensure 
that there would be no significant impacts to 
any additional Species of Regional Special 
Concern that may occur in the area of the 
proposed SR 52 Interchange.   
 
Habitat Linkages and Corridors 
 
Direct Impacts.  There are no potential 
significant direct impacts to habitat linkages 
and corridors.  As such, no mitigation 
measures are required. 
 
Indirect Impacts.  As with Site 8A, measures 
to ensure that there would be no significant 
indirect impacts to Special Status Species, 
i.e., the coastal California gnatcatcher (in 
particular the shielding of outdoor, night-time 
lighting), would also ensure that there would 
be no significant indirect impacts to wildlife 
movement through habitat linkages and 
corridors. 
 
Safety Buffer Zone 
 
Mitigation measures required to ensure that 
h ld b i ifi di

willowy monardella to determine any 
changes in population status. 

 
Measures to avoid indirect impacts to the 
coastal California gnatcatcher from Site 2 are 
the same as those described Site 8A.   
 
Other Species of Regional Special Concern 
 
Direct Impacts.  Measures to ensure that 
there would be no significant direct impacts 
to the San Diego barrel cactus from Site 2 are 
the same as those described for Site 8A. No 
other measures are recommended. 
 
Measures to ensure that there would be no 
significant direct impacts to wildlife Species 
of Regional Special Concern, i.e., the 
California rufous-crowned sparrow, Bell’s 
sage sparrow, San Diego horned lizard, 
Belding’s orange-throated whiptail, and 
Hermes copper butterfly and birds protected 
under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act from 
Site 2 are the same as those described for Site 
8A.  No other measures are recommended. 
 
Indirect Impacts.  The following measures 
would ensure that there would be no 
significant indirect impacts to the San Diego 
barrel cactus.   
 
•  Use protective fencing and informative 

signage at the interface of the 
development and the population of Del 
Mar manzanita. 

 
•  Plant housing area landscaping to include 

only native and locally adapted plant 
species in accordance with Executive 
Order 13148 and Presidential 
Memorandum on Environmental Practices 
on Federal Ground [60 FR 40837], to the 
maximum extent practicable.  No plant 
species on the California Exotic Pest Plant 
Council Exotic Pest Plant list would be 
used for housing area landscaping. 

 
Implementation of the measures described 
above to ensure that there would be no 
indirect impacts from construction activities 
and operations of the site to the coastal 
California gnatcatcher would also ensure that 

If Site 3 were selected, additional surveys 
would be undertaken to confirm the presence 
or absence of endangered fairy shrimp.  If 
shrimp are present, and consultations with 
USFWS identify measures necessary to avoid 
adverse effect on the species, implementation 
of such measures would avoid significant 
impact. 
 
Indirect Impacts.  Measures to avoid indirect 
impacts to the willowy monardella for Site 3 
are the same as those described for Site 2. 
 
Measures to avoid indirect impacts to the 
coastal California gnatcatcher from Site 3 are 
the same as those described for Site 8A.   
 
If endangered fairy shrimp are present, and 
consultations with USFWS identify measures 
necessary to avoid an adverse effect on the 
species, implementation of such measures 
would also avoid a significant impact. 
 
Other Species of Regional Special Concern 
 
Direct Impacts.  Implementation of the 
following measures would ensure that there 
would be no significant direct impacts to the 
Orcutt’s brodiaea, knotweed spineflower, and 
San Diego barrel cactus: 
 
•  Relocate plants to suitable habitat outside 

the project area through transplantation 
(San Diego barrel cactus), seed collection 
(knotweed spineflower), or corm 
salvaging (Orcutt’s brodiaea).  The 
number of individuals transplanted and/or 
number of seeds collected or corms 
salvaged would be such to ensure that a 
representative sample of the genetic 
variability of the impacted populations is 
collected.   

 
•  Individuals of San Diego barrel cactus 

may be salvaged to use in sage scrub 
enhancement or restoration, depending 
upon the mitigation site and whether or 
not San Diego barrel cactus would be 
appropriate to transplant in this area. 

 
•  Corms of the Orcutt’s brodiaea may be 

salvaged and an attempt would be made to 
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•  Avoidance of work around vernal pools 
during rainy season or when ground is wet 
(generally from November 1 to April 30). 

 
•  Salvage vernal pool soil (plants, seeds, 

cysts, and soil) in dry season prior to 
construction for use in restoration. 

 
Implementation of the following measure 
would ensure that there would be no 
significant direct impacts to the freshwater 
seep: 
 
•  Provide habitat compensation at a ratio of 

2:1. Compensation can occur either on 
MCAS Miramar or off MCAS Miramar 
through habitat preservation, creation, or 
enhancement. 

 
Indirect Impacts.  Implementation of the 
following measures would ensure that there 
would be no significant indirect impacts, 
such as fugitive dust emissions, trampling, 
and exotic species invasion, and increased 
urban runoff, erosion, and sedimentation to 
regionally rare vegetation types (i.e., Diegan 
coastal sage scrub, native grasslands, and 
wetland vegetation types): 
 
•  Use protective fencing and informative 

signage at the interface of the 
development and naturally vegetated 
areas. 

 
•  Plant housing area landscaping to include 

only native and locally adapted plant 
species in accordance with Executive 
Order 13148 and Presidential 
Memorandum on Environmentally and 
Economically Beneficial Landscape 
Practices on Federal Landscaped Ground 
[60 FR 40837], to the maximum extent 
practicable.  No plant species on the 
California Exotic Pest Plant Council 
Exotic Pest Plant list would be used for 
housing area landscaping. 

 
Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waters of the 
United States 
 
Direct Impacts.  No significant impacts 

there would be no significant direct or 
indirect impacts to biological resources 
(other than Special Status Species) from the 
Site 8B safety buffer zone would be the same 
as those described for Site 8A. Because there 
are no Special Status Species in or adjacent 
to the safety buffer zone for Site 8B, no 
mitigation would be required. 

there would be no significant indirect impacts 
to wildlife Species of Regional Special 
Concern.   
 
Habitat Linkages and Corridors 
 
Direct Impacts.  Implementation of measures 
mentioned previously to ensure that there 
would be no significant direct impacts to 
regionally rare vegetation/habitat types, i.e., 
habitat compensation, would also provide 
compensation for the loss of habitat linkages, 
as the habitat compensation is likely to occur 
in large area(s) of contiguous habitat which 
function as habitat linkages.   
 
Indirect Impacts.  Measures to ensure that 
there would be no significant indirect impacts 
to habitat linkages and corridors from Site 2 
are the same as those described for Site 8A. 
 
Safety Buffer Zone 
 
Implementation of the following measure, in 
addition to the measures discussed below for 
each resource, would be expected to avoid 
any significant direct or indirect impacts to 
sensitive resources from MEC clearance 
activities and the construction of any 
permanent land use controls. 
 
•  Presence of a qualified biological monitor 

at sensitive biological resource sites to 
minimize impacts during vegetation 
trimming and MEC excavations.  At a 
minimum, the monitor would conduct a 
general survey of the site before and after 
cutting and excavations in order to 
quantify the extent of impacts.  The 
monitor would also identify sensitive areas 
that should be avoided to the extent 
practicable, such as identifying an 
alternative route for equipment access, or 
identifying the timing when clearance 
activities may proceed to avoid impacts 
during portions of the season when certain 
resources are more vulnerable to impacts. 

 
Vegetation and Habitat Types 
 
Implementation of the following measures 
would ensure that there would be no 
i ifi i i i ll

transplant the salvaged corms in vernal 
pool restoration.   

 
•  Seeds and plants of the knotweed 

spineflower may be collected and salvaged 
and used as inoculum in vernal pool 
restoration, depending upon the mitigation 
site and whether or not knotweed 
spineflower would be appropriate to plant 
in this area. 

 
Measures to ensure that there would be no 
significant direct impacts to wildlife Species 
of Regional Special Concern, i.e., the 
California rufous-crowned sparrow, Bell’s 
sage sparrow, San Diego horned lizard, 
Belding’s orange-throated whiptail, and 
Hermes copper butterfly, as well as birds 
protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty 
Act from Site 3 are the same as those 
described for Site 8A.   
 
Indirect Impacts.  Implementation of the 
following measures would ensure that there 
would be no significant indirect impacts such 
as trampling, and exotic species invasion, and 
increased urban runoff to Orcutt’s brodiaea: 
 
•  Use protective fencing and informative 

signage at the interface of the 
development and sensitive vegetation, and 
populations of Orcutt’s brodiaea. 

 
•  Plant housing area landscaping to include 

only native and locally adapted plant 
species in accordance with Executive 
Order 13148 and Presidential 
Memorandum on Environmental Practices 
on Federal Ground [60 FR 40837], to the 
maximum extent practicable.  No plant 
species on the California Exotic Pest Plant 
Council Exotic Pest Plant list would be 
used for housing area landscaping. 

 
Implementation of the measures to ensure 
that there would be no significant indirect 
impacts to the coastal California gnatcatcher 
would also ensure that there would be no 
significant indirect impacts to wildlife 
Species of Regional Special Concern.   
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would occur and mitigation measures would 
not be necessary. 
 
Indirect Impacts.  As discussed in the impact 
section, implementation of CWA permit 
requirements would avoid any significant 
indirect impacts and mitigation measures 
would not be necessary. 
 
Special Status Species 
 
Direct Impacts.  No direct impacts to Special 
Status Species would occur from 
construction activity.  As such, no mitigation 
measures would be required. 
 
Indirect Impacts.  Implementation of the 
following measures would avoid indirect 
impacts to the coastal California gnatcatcher 
from temporary construction activity 
(construction noise, construction outdoor, 
night-time lighting, and unauthorized human 
trespass) and operation of the project 
(outdoor, night-time lighting and 
unauthorized human trespass): 
 
•  Prohibit habitat-disturbing activities in 

areas adjacent to, i.e., within 500 feet of, 
active nests between February 15 and 
August 31.  This measure would avoid the 
effect of construction-associated impacts 
to the gnatcatcher during the nesting 
season. 

 
•  Use protective fencing and informative 

signage at the interface of the 
development and occupied habitat.   

 
•  Reduce the use and restrict the direction of 

outdoor, night-time lighting.  All outdoor, 
night-time lighting for the housing project 
would be directed away or shielded to 
avoid direct illumination. 

 
Other Species of Regional Special Concern 
 
Direct Impacts.  Implementation of the 
following measures would ensure that there 
would be no significant direct impacts to the 
Cleveland’s goldenstar, knotweed 
spineflower, summer holly, and San Diego 
barrel cactus: 

significant impact to impacts to regionally 
rare and declining habitats: 
 
•  Provide habitat compensation for 

regionally rare and declining habitats at 
replacement ratios identified in Table 6 of 
the INRMP (MCAS Miramar 2000) for 
permanent impacts from the construction 
of any land use controls. 

 
•  Brush thinning to facilitate MEC removal 

equipment and personnel access would not 
remove plant roots and above-ground 
biomass would be properly disposed of at 
the landfill or recycled for mulch.  In 
addition, a target brush canopy coverage, 
to be retained within the safety buffer zone 
during MEC clearance operations, would 
be identified that would establish the 
threshold amount of brush that may be 
cleared.  This target coverage would 
minimize the amount of impacts and 
ensure that habitat remains within the 
safety buffer zone, while not 
compromising the safety, effectiveness 
and efficiency of the MEC clearance 
operations. 

 
•  Take action to minimize the area of impact 

and soil loss; implement passive 
restoration of temporary disturbance areas 
(areas cleared of brush, areas impacted 
from the detonation of MEC, areas 
impacted from digging and removal of 
MEC). 

 
Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waters of the 
United States 
 
As discussed in the impacts section, 
implementation of CWA permit requirements 
would avoid significant impacts and 
mitigation would not be necessary. 
 
Species of Regional Special Concern 
 
Implementation of the following measures 
would ensure that there would be no 
significant direct impacts to birds protected 
under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act: 
 
• Habitat clearing activities would be timed 

Habitat Linkages and Corridors
 
Direct Impacts.  No direct impacts have been 
identified; therefore, no mitigation measures 
are required. 
 
Indirect Impacts.  Implementation of 
measures to avoid indirect impacts to Special 
Status Species, i.e., the coastal California 
gnatcatcher, in particular, the shielding of 
outdoor, nighttime lighting, would also 
ensure that there would be no significant 
indirect impacts to wildlife movement 
through habitat linkages and corridors.  No 
other measures are recommended. 
 
Safety Buffer Zone 
 
Implementation of the following measure, in 
addition to the measures discussed below for 
each resource, would be expected to avoid 
any significant direct or indirect impacts to 
sensitive resources from MEC clearance 
activities, and construction of any permanent 
land use controls. 
 
•  Presence of a qualified biological monitor 

at sensitive biological resource sites to 
minimize impacts during brush thinning 
and MEC excavations.  At a minimum, the 
monitor would conduct a general survey 
of the site before and after brush thinning 
and excavations in order to quantify the 
extent of impacts.  The monitor would 
also identify sensitive areas that should be 
avoided to the extent practicable, such as 
identifying an alternative route for 
equipment access, or identifying the 
timing when clearance activities may 
proceed to avoid impacts during portions 
of the season when certain resources are 
more vulnerable to impacts. 

 
Vegetation and Habitat Types 
 
Implementation of the following measures 
would ensure that there would be no 
significant direct and indirect impacts to 
vegetation and habitat types: 
 
•  Provide habitat compensation for 

regionally rare and declining habitats at 
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•  Relocate plants to suitable habitat outside 
the project area through either 
transplantation (summer holly and San 
Diego barrel cactus), seed collection 
(knotweed spineflower, summer holly), or 
bulb salvaging (Cleveland’s goldenstar).  
The number of individuals transplanted 
and/or number of seeds collected or bulbs 
salvaged would be such to ensure that a 
representative sample of the genetic 
variability of the impacted populations is 
collected.   

 
•  Individuals of San Diego barrel cactus 

may be salvaged to use in sage scrub 
enhancement or restoration, depending 
upon the mitigation site and whether or 
not San Diego barrel cactus would be 
appropriate to transplant in this area. 

 
•  Seeds of the summer holly would be 

collected and used for propagation and an 
attempt would be made to establish off-
site populations from individuals 
propagated from the collected seed or 
from transplanted individuals.   

 
•  Bulbs of the Cleveland’s goldenstar would 

be salvaged and an attempt would be made 
to transplant the salvaged bulbs within off-
site grassland habitats.   

 
•  Seeds and plants of the knotweed 

spineflower may be collected and salvaged 
and used as inoculum in vernal pool 
restoration off site, depending upon the 
mitigation site and whether or not 
knotweed spineflower would be 
appropriate to plant in this area. 

 
Implementation of the following measures 
would ensure that there would be no 
significant direct impacts to the California 
rufous-crowned sparrow, Bell’s sage 
sparrow, San Diego horned lizard, Belding’s 
orange-throated whiptail, birds protected 
under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, and 
Hermes copper butterfly: 
 
•  Compensation for the loss of regionally 

rare vegetation/habitat types described for 

to avoid the breeding season of most 
migratory birds to the maximum extent 
practicable to avoid damage to active bird 
nests.  If habitat clearing outside of the 
breeding season is infeasible, the 
contractor(s) would coordinate with the 
USFWS to obtain a permit to impact 
migratory birds. 

 
Habitat Linkages and Corridors 
 
The CERCLA process would be used to 
determine the necessity and type of 
mitigation once the location of the land use 
control is determined, and permit conditions 
would be implemented. 

replacement ratios identified in Table 6 of 
the INRMP (MCAS Miramar 2000) for 
permanent impacts from the construction 
of any land use controls. 

 
•  Brush thinning to facilitate MEC removal 

equipment and personnel access would not 
remove plant roots and aboveground 
biomass would be properly disposed of at 
the landfill or recycled for mulch.  In 
addition, a target brush canopy coverage, 
to be retained within the safety buffer zone 
during MEC clearance operations, would 
be identified which would establish the 
threshold amount of brush that may be 
cleared.  This target coverage would 
minimize the amount of impacts and 
ensure that habitat remains within the 
safety buffer zone, while not 
compromising the safety, effectiveness 
and efficiency of the MEC clearance 
operations. 

 
•  Take action to minimize the area of impact 

and soil loss; implement passive 
restoration of temporary disturbance areas 
(areas cleared of brush, areas impacted 
from the detonation of MEC, areas 
impacted from digging and removal of 
MEC). 

 
Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waters of the 
United States 
 
There would be no significant impacts and 
mitigation measures would not be necessary.
 
Special Status Species 
 
If endangered fairy shrimp are present, and 
consultations with USFWS identify measures 
necessary to avoid an adverse effect on the 
species, implementation of such measures 
would avoid significant impacts and no 
mitigation would be necessary. 
 
Other Species of Regional Special Concern 
 
Implementation of the following measure 
would ensure that there would be no 
significant direct impacts to Orcutt’s 
brodiaea: 
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direct impacts to these types would also 
compensate for the loss of habitats for 
wildlife Species of Regional Special 
Concern. 

 
•  Habitat clearing activities would be timed 

to avoid the breeding season of most 
migratory birds to the maximum extent 
practicable to avoid damage to active bird 
nests.  If habitat clearing outside of the 
breeding season is infeasible, the 
contractor(s) would coordinate with the 
USFWS to obtain a permit to impact 
migratory birds. 

 
Indirect Impacts.  Implementation of the 
following measures would ensure that there 
would be no significant indirect impacts, 
such as trampling and exotic species 
invasion, to plant Species of Regional 
Special Concern (Cleveland’s goldenstar and 
San Diego barrel cactus): 
 
•  Use protective fencing and informative 

signage at the interface of the 
development and sensitive vegetation, and 
populations of Cleveland’s goldenstar, and 
San Diego barrel cactus. 

 
•  Plant housing area landscaping to include 

only native and locally adapted plant 
species in accordance with Executive 
Order 13148 and Presidential 
Memorandum on Environmentally and 
Economically Beneficial Landscape 
Practices on Federal Landscaped Ground 
[60 FR 40837], to the maximum extent 
practicable.  No plant species on the 
California Exotic Pest Plant Council 
Exotic Pest Plant list would be used for 
housing area landscaping. 

 
Implementation of the measures to avoid 
indirect impacts to the coastal California 
gnatcatcher would also ensure that there 
would be no significant indirect impacts to 
wildlife Species of Regional Special 
Concern, as well as birds protected under the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act.   
 
 

 
•  In instances where there is a requirement 

to remove MEC or install land use 
controls located within populations of 
Orcutt’s brodiaea, any soil that is removed 
that contains the corms of this species 
would be stockpiled and replaced at its 
original location once the MEC clearance 
activities or installation of land use 
controls are complete, or would be used in 
other restoration efforts. 

 
Implementation of the following measures 
would ensure that there would be no 
significant direct impacts to the California 
rufous-crowned sparrow, Bell’s sage 
sparrow, San Diego horned lizard, Belding’s 
orange-throated whiptail, birds protected 
under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, and 
Hermes copper butterfly: 
 
•  Habitat clearing activities would be timed 

to avoid the breeding season of most 
migratory birds to the maximum extent 
practicable to avoid damage to active bird 
nests.  If habitat clearing outside of the 
breeding season is infeasible, the 
contractor(s) would coordinate with the 
USFWS to obtain a permit to impact 
migratory birds. 

 
Habitat Linkages and Corridors 
 
The CERCLA process would be used to 
determine the necessity and type of 
mitigation once the location of the land use 
control is determined, and permit conditions 
would be implemented. 
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Habitat Linkages and Corridors 
 
Direct Impacts.  There are no potential 
significant direct impacts to habitat linkages 
and corridors.   
 
Indirect Impacts.  Implementation of 
measures to avoid indirect impacts to Special 
Status Species, i.e., the coastal California 
gnatcatcher, in particular the shielding of 
outdoor, night-time lighting, would also 
ensure that there would be no significant 
indirect impacts to wildlife movement 
through habitat linkages and corridors. 
 
Safety Buffer Zone 
 
As mentioned previously, the safety buffer 
zone itself is a measure to mitigate impacts 
on public safety associated with the potential 
presence of MEC in former range areas in 
proximity to the site. The nature and extent 
of impacts from MEC clearance and 
appropriate land use controls cannot be 
determined prior to initiation of the CERCLA 
process.  Therefore, mitigation can be 
discussed only in general terms. 
 
Implementation of the following measure, in 
addition to the measures discussed below for 
each resource, would be expected to avoid 
any significant direct or indirect impacts to 
sensitive resources from MEC clearance 
activities and the construction of any 
permanent land use controls. 
 
•  Presence of a qualified biological monitor 

at sensitive biological resource sites to 
minimize impacts during vegetation 
trimming and MEC excavations.  At a 
minimum the monitor would conduct a 
general survey of the site before and after 
cutting and excavations in order to 
quantify the extent of impacts.  The 
monitor would also identify sensitive areas 
that should be avoided to the extent 
practicable, such as identifying an 
alternative route for equipment access, or 
identifying the timing when clearance 
activities may proceed to avoid impacts 
during portions of the season when certain 
resources are more vulnerable to impacts. 
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Vegetation and Habitat Types.   
 
Implementation of the following measures 
would ensure that there would be no 
significant impact to regionally rare and 
declining habitats: 
 
•  Provide habitat compensation for 

regionally rare and declining habitats at 
replacement ratios identified in Table 6 of 
the INRMP (MCAS Miramar 2000) for 
permanent impacts from the construction 
of any land use controls. 

 
•  Brush thinning to facilitate MEC removal 

equipment and personnel access would not 
remove plant roots, and above-ground 
biomass would be properly disposed of at 
the landfill or recycled for mulch.  In 
addition, a target brush canopy coverage, 
to be retained within the safety buffer zone 
during MEC clearance operations, would 
be identified that would establish the 
threshold amount of brush that may be 
cleared.  This target coverage would 
minimize the amount of impacts and 
ensure that habitat remains within the 
safety buffer zone, while not 
compromising the safety, effectiveness 
and efficiency of the MEC clearance 
operations. 

 
•  Take action to minimize the area of impact 

and soil loss; implement passive 
restoration of temporary disturbance areas 
(areas cleared of brush, areas impacted 
from the detonation of MEC, areas 
impacted from digging and removal of 
MEC). 

 
Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waters of the 
United States 
 
No significant impacts would occur and 
mitigation measures would not be necessary. 
 
Special Status Species 
 
As discussed in the impacts section, 
consultations would be undertaken with the 
USFWS per the Endangered Species Act if it 
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is determined that the CERCLA response 
(MEC clearance or land use controls) may 
effect Special Status Species.  If such 
consultations reveal measures are necessary 
to avoid an adverse effect on the species, 
such measures would be implemented and no 
other mitigation measures would be 
necessary to avoid a significant impact. 
 
Other Species of Regional Special Concern 
 
Implementation of the following measures 
would ensure that there would be no 
significant impacts to Species of Regional 
Special Concern. 
 
•  Individuals of the San Diego barrel cactus 

that are required to be removed as part of 
MEC clearance activities or installation of 
land use controls would be either be 
replanted in place, after the activities are 
complete or would be transplanted to 
another location of suitable habitat within 
the safety buffer zone. 

 
•  In instances where there is a requirement 

to remove MEC or install land use 
controls located within populations of 
Cleveland’s goldenstar, any soil that is 
removed that contains the corms of this 
species would be stockpiled and replaced 
at its original location once the MEC 
clearance activities or installation of land 
use controls are complete, or used in other 
restoration efforts. 

 
•  Any transplanting of the San Diego barrel 

cactus or stockpiling/replacement of soil 
containing Cleveland’s goldenstar corms 
would be done so in the presence of the 
qualified biological monitor. 

 
Implementation of the following measures 
would ensure that there would be no 
significant direct impacts to birds protected 
under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act: 
 
•  Habitat clearing activities would be timed 

to avoid the breeding season of most 
migratory birds to the maximum extent 
practicable to avoid damage to active bird 
nests.  If habitat clearing outside of the 
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breeding season is infeasible, the 
contractor(s) would coordinate with the 
USFWS to obtain a permit to impact 
migratory birds. 

 
Habitat Linkages and Corridors 
 
The CERCLA process would be used to 
determine the necessity and type of 
mitigation once the location of the land use 
control is determined, and permit conditions 
would be implemented. 
Soils and Geology     
Impact.  Where near-surface, poorly 
consolidated alluvial soils underlie drainages, 
the potential for liquefaction is moderate to 
high.  Potential impacts from liquefaction 
would be controlled through the construction, 
design, and operation measures discussed 
below, and would be less than significant.  
Soils that underlie the site, similar to most of 
East Miramar, have a low settlement 
potential, a medium to high expansion 
potential, and a severe potential for erosion 
once exposed by construction activities.  
Ancient landslides have been mapped within 
Site 8.  Potential impacts resulting from 
erosion during construction activities would 
be controlled through the use of standard 
erosion control measures as identified in the 
Erosion Control Plan discussed below under 
the construction, design, and operation 
measures.  Typical erosion control measures 
include the use of gravel bags, silt fencing, 
earthen berms, and temporary sediment 
basins.  The construction and design 
measures outlined below would be 
implemented to ensure these constraints do 
not affect the proposed housing.  Therefore, 
soils-related impacts would be less than 
significant. 
 
Construction, design, and operational 
measures include the preparation of a site-
specific geotechnical investigation that would 
include geotechnical recommendations for 
design and construction.  Housing units 
would be designed to tolerate anticipated 
groundshaking from future earthquakes and 
comply with the seismic design criteria 
identified in the Uniform Building Code or in 
accordance with the latest design criteria of 

Impact.  Where near-surface, poorly 
consolidated alluvial soils underlie drainages, 
the potential for liquefaction is moderate to 
high.  Potential impacts from liquefaction 
would be controlled through the construction, 
design, and operation measures discussed 
below, and would be less than significant.  
Soils that underlie the site, similar to most of 
East Miramar, have a low settlement 
potential, a medium to high expansion 
potential, and a severe potential for erosion 
once exposed by construction activities.  
Ancient landslides have been mapped within 
Site 8.  Potential impacts resulting from 
erosion during construction activities would 
be controlled through the use of standard 
erosion control measures as identified in the 
Erosion Control Plan discussed below under 
the construction, design, and operation 
measures.  Typical erosion control measures 
include the use of gravel bags, silt fencing, 
earthen berms, and temporary sediment 
basins.  The construction and design 
measures outlined below would be 
implemented to ensure these constraints do 
not affect the proposed housing.  Therefore, 
soils-related impacts would be less than 
significant. 
 
Construction, design, and operational 
measures include the preparation of a site-
specific geotechnical investigation that would 
include geotechnical recommendations for 
design and construction.  Housing units 
would be designed to tolerate anticipated 
groundshaking from future earthquakes and 
comply with the seismic design criteria 
identified in the Uniform Building Code or in 
accordance with the latest design criteria of 

Impact.  Where near-surface, poorly 
consolidated alluvial soils underlie drainages, 
the potential for liquefaction is moderate to 
high.  Potential impacts from liquefaction 
would be controlled through the construction, 
design, and operation measures discussed 
below, and would be less than significant.  
Soils that underlie the site, similar to most of 
East Miramar, have a low settlement 
potential, a medium to high expansion 
potential, and a severe potential for erosion 
once exposed by construction activities.  
Ancient landslides have been mapped within 
Site 2.  Potential impacts resulting from 
erosion during construction activities would 
be controlled through the use of standard 
erosion control measures as identified in the 
Erosion Control Plan discussed below under 
the construction, design, and operation 
measures.  Typical erosion control measures 
include the use of gravel bags, silt fencing, 
earthen berms, and temporary sediment 
basins.  The construction and design 
measures outlined below would be 
implemented to ensure these constraints do 
not affect the proposed housing.  Therefore, 
soils-related impacts would be less than 
significant.   
 
Construction, design, and operational 
measures include the preparation of a site-
specific geotechnical investigation that would 
include geotechnical recommendations for 
design and construction.  Housing units 
would be designed to tolerate anticipated 
groundshaking from future earthquakes and 
comply with the seismic design criteria 
identified in the Uniform Building Code or in 
accordance with the latest design criteria of 

Impact.  Where near-surface, poorly 
consolidated alluvial soils underlie drainages, 
the potential for liquefaction is moderate to 
high.  Potential impacts from liquefaction 
would be controlled through the construction, 
design, and operation measures discussed 
below, and would be less than significant.  
Soils that underlie the site, similar to most of 
East Miramar, have a low settlement 
potential, a medium to high expansion 
potential, and a severe potential for erosion 
once exposed by construction activities.  
Ancient landslides have been mapped within 
Site 3.  Potential impacts resulting from 
erosion during construction activities would 
be controlled through the use of standard 
erosion control measures as identified in the 
Erosion Control Plan discussed below under 
the construction, design, and operation 
measures.  Typical erosion control measures 
include the use of gravel bags, silt fencing, 
earthen berms, and temporary sediment 
basins.  The construction and design 
measures outlined below would be 
implemented to ensure these constraints do 
not affect the proposed housing.  Therefore, 
soils-related impacts would be less than 
significant. 
 
Construction, design, and operational 
measures include the preparation of a site-
specific geotechnical investigation that would 
include geotechnical recommendations for 
design and construction.  Housing units 
would be designed to tolerate anticipated 
groundshaking from future earthquakes and 
comply with the seismic design criteria 
identified in the Uniform Building Code or in 
accordance with the latest design criteria of 

No significant impacts are expected; no 
mitigation measures are required. 
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the Structural Engineering Association of 
California.  Compliance with the National 
Pollution Discharge Elimination System 
General Construction Permit would be 
performed, including the preparation of a 
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan with 
appropriate erosion and sediment control best 
management practices. 
 
Mitigation.  Mitigation measures are not 
required. 

the Structural Engineering Association of 
California.  Compliance with the National 
Pollution Discharge Elimination System 
General Construction Permit would be 
performed, including the preparation of a 
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan with 
appropriate erosion and sediment control best 
management practices. 
 
Mitigation.  Mitigation measures are not 
required. 

the Structural Engineering Association of 
California.  Compliance with the National 
Pollution Discharge Elimination System 
General Construction Permit would be 
performed, including the preparation of a 
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan with 
appropriate erosion and sediment control best 
management practices. 
 
Mitigation.  Mitigation measures are not 
required. 

the Structural Engineering Association of 
California.  Compliance with the National 
Pollution Discharge Elimination System 
General Construction Permit would be 
performed, including the preparation of a 
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan with 
appropriate erosion and sediment control best 
management practices. 
 
Mitigation.  Mitigation measures are not 
required. 

Water Resources     
Impact.  Implementation of this alternative 
would result in an incremental increase in 
urban runoff.  An NOI for an National 
Pollution Discharge Elimination System 
General Construction Activity Permit would 
be prepared and submitted to the RWQCB.  
A Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
would be prepared, including best 
management practices to reduce the potential 
for water quality degradation.  Design 
measures would include the vegetation of 
permeable surfaces to attenuate soil loading 
and vegetation of swales and drainage 
channels to provide for natural filtration of 
pollutants.  Use of fertilizers and pesticides 
would be kept to a minimum, and watering of 
landscaping would be controlled.  Site waste 
would be strictly controlled, and trash 
containers would be provided throughout the 
site.  Vehicular maintenance would not be 
allowed in the housing area in order to reduce 
the potential of oil and other automotive 
fluids in urban runoff.  A detailed hydrology 
study would be performed upon completion 
of the final site plan to determine maximum 
storm flows and design a storm drain system.  
With implementation of these water quality 
controls, impacts to surface water would not 
occur. 
 
Mitigation.  No mitigation measures are 
required. 

Impact.  Implementation of this alternative 
would result in an incremental increase in 
urban runoff.  An NOI for an National 
Pollution Discharge Elimination System 
General Construction Activity Permit would 
be prepared and submitted to the RWQCB.  
A Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
would be prepared, including best 
management practices to reduce the potential 
for water quality degradation.  Design 
measures would include the vegetation of 
permeable surfaces to attenuate soil loading 
and vegetation of swales and drainage 
channels to provide for natural filtration of 
pollutants.  Use of fertilizers and pesticides 
would be kept to a minimum, and watering of 
landscaping would be controlled.  Site waste 
would be strictly controlled, and trash 
containers would be provided throughout the 
site.  Vehicular maintenance would not be 
allowed in the housing area in order to reduce 
the potential of oil and other automotive 
fluids in urban runoff.  A detailed hydrology 
study would be performed upon completion 
of the final site plan to determine maximum 
storm flows and design a storm drain system.  
With implementation of these water quality 
controls, impacts to surface water would not 
occur.   
 
Mitigation.  No mitigation measures are 
required. 

Impact.  Implementation of this alternative 
would result in an incremental increase in 
urban runoff.  An NOI for an National 
Pollution Discharge Elimination System 
General Construction Activity Permit would 
be prepared and submitted to the RWQCB.  
A Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
would be prepared, including best 
management practices to reduce the potential 
for water quality degradation.  Design 
measures would include the vegetation of 
permeable surfaces to attenuate soil loading 
and vegetation of swales and drainage 
channels to provide for natural filtration of 
pollutants.  Use of fertilizers and pesticides 
would be kept to a minimum, and watering of 
landscaping would be controlled.  Site waste 
would be strictly controlled, and trash 
containers would be provided throughout the 
site.  Vehicular maintenance would not be 
allowed in the housing area in order to reduce 
the potential of oil and other automotive 
fluids in urban runoff.  A detailed hydrology 
study would be performed upon completion 
of the final site plan to determine maximum 
storm flows and design a storm drain system.  
With implementation of these water quality 
controls, impacts to surface water would not 
occur.   
 
Mitigation.  No mitigation measures are 
required. 

Impact.  Implementation of this alternative 
would result in an incremental increase in 
urban runoff.  An NOI for an National 
Pollution Discharge Elimination System 
General Construction Activity Permit would 
be prepared and submitted to the RWQCB.  
A Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
would be prepared, including best 
management practices to reduce the potential 
for water quality degradation.  Design 
measures would include the vegetation of 
permeable surfaces to attenuate soil loading 
and vegetation of swales and drainage 
channels to provide for natural filtration of 
pollutants.  Use of fertilizers and pesticides 
would be kept to a minimum, and watering of 
landscaping would be controlled.  Site waste 
would be strictly controlled, and trash 
containers would be provided throughout the 
site.  Vehicular maintenance would not be 
allowed in the housing area in order to reduce 
the potential of oil and other automotive 
fluids in urban runoff.  A detailed hydrology 
study would be performed upon completion 
of the final site plan to determine maximum 
storm flows and design a storm drain system.  
With implementation of these water quality 
controls, impacts to surface water would not 
occur.   
 
Mitigation.  No mitigation measures are 
required. 

No significant impacts are expected; no 
mitigation measures are required. 

Hazardous Wastes, Substances, and Materials 
Impacts.  No significant impacts are 
expected. 
 
 
Mitigation.  No mitigation measures are 
required. 

Impacts.  Impacts would be the same as the 
Preferred Alternative; however, if the new 
interchange was included as part of the 
project, then it is likely that a Phase I Site 
Assessment would be required as part of 
project coordination with Caltrans and 

Impacts.  No significant impacts are 
expected. 
 
 
Mitigation.  No mitigation measures are 
required. 

Impacts.  No significant impacts are 
expected 
 
 
Mitigation.  No mitigation measures are 
required. 

No significant impacts are expected; no 
mitigation measures are required. 
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FHWA since the siting and construction of a 
new interchange on SR 52 would require that 
environmental documentation be prepared in 
accordance with Caltrans guidelines. 
 
Mitigation.  No mitigation measures are 
required. 

Traffic/Circulation     
Impact (Year 2004).  Site 8A would 
significantly impact the following roadway 
segment: Miramar Way between I-15 
northbound ramps and Kearny Villa Road.  
The Site 8A project traffic would cause 
significant impacts to five of the study area 
intersections: (1) Kearny Villa Road 
southbound ramps/Miramar Way; (2) Kearny 
Villa Road northbound ramps/Miramar Way; 
(3) I-15 southbound ramps/Miramar Way; (4) 
Santo Road/SR 52 westbound ramps; and (5) 
Santo Road/SR 52 eastbound ramps. 
 
Impact (Year 2020).  Site 8A would 
significantly impact the following roadway 
segment:  Santo Road from Portobello Drive 
to Clairemont Mesa Boulevard. 
 
Site 8A would result in project-related 
impacts at the following three intersections: 
(1) Santo Road/SR 52 westbound ramps; (2) 
Santo Road/ SR 52 eastbound ramps; and (3) 
Santo Road/Tierrasanta Boulevard. 
 
Mitigation (Year 2004).  Year 2004 
Roadway Mitigation Requirements.  Miramar 
Way - I-15 Northbound Ramps to Kearny 
Villa Road.  An additional westbound 
through lane would be provided by re-
striping the existing two lane section of 
Miramar Way, between the I-15 northbound 
ramps and the Kearny Villa northbound 
ramps, to a three-lane section providing two 
westbound lanes and one eastbound lane.  
The current width of the overpass, 40 feet, 
provides adequate width for this re-striping.   
 
Year 2004 Intersection Mitigations Kearny 
Villa Road Southbound Ramps/Miramar 
Way.  Provide a fair-share contribution for 
the construction of a traffic signal at this 
intersection.  Signalization would mitigate 
the Site 8A project-related impacts at this 
intersection.  With signalization, this 

Impact (Year 2004).  Site 8B would 
significantly impact the following roadway 
segment: Miramar Way between I-15 
northbound ramps and Kearny Villa Road.  
Site 8B project traffic would cause 
significant impacts to four of these study area 
intersections: (1) Kearny Villa Road 
southbound ramps/Miramar Way 
Intersection; (2) Kearny Villa Road 
northbound ramps/Miramar Way 
Intersection; (3) I-15 southbound 
ramps/Miramar Way Intersection; (4) Santo 
Road/SR 52 eastbound ramps. 
 
Impact (Year 2020).  Site 8B would have 
significant year 2020 project-related impacts 
on the following roadway segment:  Santo 
Road from Portobello Drive to Clairemont 
Mesa Boulevard.  Site 8B would result in 
project-related impacts at the following 
intersection: Santo Road/Tierrasanta 
Boulevard. 
 
Mitigation (Year 2004).  Year 2004 
Roadway Mitigation Requirements.  Miramar 
Way - I-15 Northbound Ramps to Kearny 
Villa Road.  An additional westbound 
through lane would be provided by re-
striping the existing two lane section of 
Miramar Way, between the I-15 northbound 
ramps and the Kearny Villa northbound 
ramps, to a three-lane section providing two 
westbound lanes and one eastbound lane.  
The current width of the overpass, 40 feet, 
provides adequate width for this re-striping. 
 
Year 2004 Intersection Requirements Kearny 
Villa Road Southbound Ramps/Miramar 
Way.  Provide a fair-share contribution for 
the construction of a traffic signal at this 
intersection.  Signalization would mitigate 
the Site 8B project-related impacts at this 
intersection.  With signalization, this 
intersection would operate at LOS A under 

Impact (Year 2003).  There would be a 
significant impact to the following roadway 
segments under the Year 2003 conditions 
with project traffic:  Pomerado Road - 
Scripps Poway Parkway to Spring Canyon 
Road; Pomerado Road - Spring Canyon Road 
to Semillon Boulevard; Pomerado Road - 
Semillon Boulevard to Avenida Magnifica; 
Pomerado Road - Avenida Magnifica to 
Scripps Ranch Boulevard; Pomerado Road - 
Scripps Ranch Boulevard to Willow Creek 
Road; Pomerado Road - Willow Creek Road 
to I-15; Miramar Road - I-15 to Kearny Villa 
Road; and Miramar Road - Kearny Villa 
Road to Mitscher Way. 
 
Significant project-related impacts to 
intersections are defined by increases in 
seconds of vehicle delay at intersections 
according to City of San Diego criteria.  The 
Site 2 project conditions would result in 
significant project-related impacts at the 
following intersections:  Pomerado 
Road/Scripps Ranch Boulevard (AM peak 
hour); Miramar Road/Kearny Villa Road 
(PM peak hour); and Miramar Road/Mitscher 
Way (AM peak hour). 
 
Impact (Year 2020).  The following 
segments show an increase in V/C ratios as 
compared with the Year 2020 scenario, and 
indicate a significant project-related impact:  
Pomerado Road - Scripps Poway Parkway to 
Spring Canyon Road; Pomerado Road - 
Spring Canyon Road to Semillon Boulevard; 
Pomerado Road - Semillon Boulevard to 
Avenida Magnifica; Pomerado Road - 
Avenida Magnifica to Scripps Ranch 
Boulevard; Pomerado Road - Scripps Ranch 
Boulevard to Willow Creek Road; Pomerado 
Road - Willow Creek Road to I-15; Miramar 
Road - I-15 to Kearny Villa Road; and 
Miramar Road - Kearny Villa Road to 
Mitscher Way.  Site 2 project-related traffic 

Impact (Year 2003).  Review of project-
related impacts and significance criteria 
shows that Site 3 would significantly impact 
the following roadway segment under the 
Year 2003 conditions with project traffic: 
Miramar Way from I-15 northbound ramps to 
Kearny Villa Road.  Traffic generated by Site 
3 would cause significant project-related 
impacts to the following three study area 
intersections along Miramar Way:  Kearny 
Villa Road southbound ramps/Miramar Way 
intersection ; Kearny Villa Road northbound 
ramps/Miramar Way intersection; and I-15 
southbound ramps/Miramar Way 
intersection. 
 
Impact (Year 2020).  No additional impacts 
would occur under year 2020. 
 
Mitigation (Year 2003).  Year 2004 
Roadway Mitigation Requirements.  Miramar 
Way - I-15 Northbound Ramps to Kearny 
Villa Road.  An additional westbound 
through lane would be provided by re-
striping the existing two lane section of 
Miramar Way, between the I-15 northbound 
ramps and the Kearny Villa northbound 
ramps, to a three-lane section providing two 
westbound lanes and one eastbound lane.  
The current width of the overpass, 40 feet, 
provides adequate width for this re-striping.   
 
Year 2003 Intersection Requirements Kearny 
Villa Road Southbound Ramps/Miramar 
Way.  Provide a fair-share contribution for 
the construction of a traffic signal at this 
intersection.  With signalization, this 
intersection would operate at LOS A under 
Year 2003 conditions with project traffic, and 
project-related impacts would be reduced to a 
level of insignificance.   
 
Kearny Villa Road Northbound 
Ramps/Miramar Way.  Provide a fair-share 

No significant impacts are expected; no 
mitigation measures are required. 
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intersection would operate at LOS A under 
Year 2004 conditions with project traffic, and 
project-related impacts would be reduced to a 
level below significance. 
 
Kearny Villa Road Northbound 
Ramps/Miramar Way.  Provide a fair-share 
contribution for the construction of exclusive 
left-turn and right-turn lanes would be 
recommended at the Miramar Way 
westbound intersection approach.  With the 
additional turn-lanes, this intersection would 
operate at an acceptable LOS C during the 
AM peak hour and LOS D during the PM 
peak hour, and project-related impacts would 
be reduced to a level below significance.  
This improvement would require widening 
the Miramar Way westbound intersection 
approach. 
 
I-15 Southbound Ramps/Miramar Way.  
Provide a fair-share contribution for the 
construction of a traffic signal at this 
intersection (meets Caltrans Warrant #2, 
“Interruption of Continuous Traffic”).  A 
second through-lane at the Miramar Way 
westbound approach would also be 
recommended, which is consistent with the 
roadway restriping necessary on the Miramar 
Way overpass. 
 
Santo Road/SR 52 Eastbound Ramps.  
Provide a fair-share contribution for the 
construction of a traffic signal at this 
intersection.  With this improvement the 
intersection would operate at LOS A during 
the AM peak hour and LOS B during the PM 
peak hour.  
 
Santo Road/SR 52 Westbound Ramps.  
Provide a fair-share contribution for the 
construction of a traffic signal at this 
intersection.  Providing a fair-share 
contribution for the construction of exclusive 
left-turn and right-turn lanes would also be 
recommended at the southbound and 
northbound Santo Road approaches, 
respectively.  With these improvements, this 
intersection would operate at acceptable LOS 
D during the AM peak hour and LOS B 
during the PM peak hour, project-related 
impacts would be reduced to a level of 

Year 2004 conditions with project traffic, and 
project-related impacts would be reduced to a 
level below of significance. 
 
Kearny Villa Road Northbound 
Ramps/Miramar Way.  Provide a fair-share 
contribution for the construction of exclusive 
left-turn and right-turn lanes would be 
recommended at the Miramar Way 
westbound intersection approach.  With the 
additional turn-lanes, this intersection would 
operate at an acceptable LOS C during the 
AM peak hour and LOS D during the PM 
peak hour, and project-related impacts would 
be reduced to a level below of significance.  
This improvement would require widening 
the Miramar Way westbound intersection 
approach. 
 
I-15 Southbound Ramps/Miramar Way.  
Provide a fair-share contribution for the 
construction of a traffic signal at this 
intersection (meets Caltrans Warrant #2, 
“Interruption of Continuous Traffic”).  A 
second through-lane at the Miramar Way 
westbound approach would also be 
recommended, which is consistent with the 
roadway restriping necessary on the Miramar 
Way overpass. 
 
Santo Road/SR 52 Eastbound Ramps.  
Provide a fair-share contribution for the 
construction of a traffic signal at this 
intersection would operate at LOS B during 
the AM peak hour and LOS C during the PM 
peak hour, project-related impacts would be 
reduced to a level of insignificance. 
 
Site 8B project-related impacts to all study 
area roadways and intersections would be 
reduced to a level of insignificance under 
Year 2004 conditions with project traffic. 
 
Mitigation (Year 2020).  Year 2020 
Roadway Mitigations Santo Road - 
Portobello Drive to Clairemont Mesa 
Boulevard.  This four-lane segment would 
require widening to six lanes to mitigate Site 
8B project-related impacts if adjacent 
intersections were not operating at an 
acceptable LOS under Year 2020 conditions.  
Since adjacent intersections are projected to 

would cause significant impacts at the 
following intersection under Year 2020 
conditions:  Pomerado Road/Scripps Poway 
Parkway 
 
Year 2020 conditions with project traffic 
analyses incorporate project-related 
mitigation measures that would have been 
required under Year 2003 conditions with 
project traffic.  
 
Mitigation (Year 2003 Roadway).  
Miramar Road - I-15 Northbound Ramps to 
Miramar Way.  This roadway is built to its 
General Plan classification as a 6-Lane Major 
road and projected to operate at LOS F under 
Year 2003 conditions with project traffic.  
Widening this roadway to an eight-lane 
roadway would not be feasible given current 
land development in the area.  Project-related 
roadway impacts would remain significant 
and unmitigated. 
 
Pomerado Road - Scripps Poway Parkway to 
I-15.  This segment of Pomerado Road is 
currently two lanes and is projected to 
operate at LOS F under Site 2 Year 2003 
conditions with project traffic with 
significant project-related impacts.  The 
Scripps Ranch Community Plan identifies 
this roadway as a 2-Lane Collector and 
further widening would be inconsistent with 
the Plan.  Project-related impacts would 
remain significant and unmitigated. 
 
Mitigation (Year 2003 Intersection).  
Pomerado Road/Scripps Ranch Boulevard.  
Provide a fair-share contribution to widen 
this intersection to provide a second through-
lane to both the Pomerado Road eastbound 
and westbound intersection approaches. 
 
Miramar Road/Kearny Villa Road.  Provide a 
fair-share contribution to add a third left-turn 
lane and an exclusive right-turn lane at the 
Kearny Villa Road northbound intersection 
approach, as well as an exclusive right-turn 
lane at the Miramar Road westbound 
approach.  These improvements would 
require re-striping and possible widening of 
the Kearny Villa Road and Miramar Road 
westbound approaches. 

contribution for the construction of exclusive 
left-turn and right-turn lanes at the Miramar 
Way westbound intersection approach.  With 
the additional turn lanes, this intersection 
would operate at an acceptable LOS C during 
the AM peak hour and LOS D during the PM 
peak hour, and project-related impacts would 
be reduced to a level of insignificance.  This 
improvement would require widening the 
Miramar Way westbound intersection 
approach. 
 
I-15 Southbound Ramps/Miramar Way.  
Provide a fair-share contribution for the 
construction of a traffic signal at this 
intersection (meets Caltrans Warrant #2, 
“Interruption of Continuous Traffic”).  A 
second through-lane at the Miramar Way 
westbound approach would also be 
recommended, which is consistent with the 
roadway segment restriping necessary at this 
location. 
 
Mitigation (Year 2020 Roadway and 
Intersection).  No significant project-related 
impacts were identified on study area 
roadways or at study area intersections under 
Site 3 Year 2020 conditions.  All Year 2003 
project-related roadway and intersection 
impacts would remain mitigated under Year 
2020 conditions.   
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insignificance. 
 
Mitigation (Year 2020).  Year 2020 
Roadway Mitigations Santo Road - 
Portobello Drive to Clairemont Mesa 
Boulevard.  This four-lane segment would 
require widening to six lanes to mitigate Site 
8A project-related impacts if adjacent 
intersections were not operating at an 
acceptable LOS under Year 2020 conditions.  
Since adjacent intersections are projected to 
operate at acceptable LOS under Year 2020 
conditions with project traffic, roadway 
widening of this section would not be 
required to mitigate project impacts. 
 
Year 2020 Intersection Mitigations Santo 
Road/SR 52 Westbound Ramp.  Providing a 
fair-share contribution for the construction of 
an additional left-turn pocket would be 
recommended at the Santo Road northbound 
approach under Year 2020 conditions.  This 
mitigation may require widening the SR 52 
westbound on-ramp. 
 
Santo Road/SR 52 Eastbound Ramp.  Provide 
a fair-share contribution for the construction 
of an additional eastbound off-ramp.  The 
shared left-through-right lane would require 
restriping to a left-through lane 
configuration. 
 
Santo Road/Tierrasanta Boulevard.  Provide 
a fair-share contribution for the construction 
of an exclusive right-turn lane at the 
Tierrasanta Boulevard westbound 
intersection approach, as well as a third 
through-lane at the Tierrasanta Boulevard 
eastbound intersection approach.  These 
improvements would require widening 
Tierrasanta Boulevard.  All Site 8A project-
related roadway and intersection impacts 
would be mitigated under Year 2020 
conditions. 

operate at acceptable LOS under Year 2020 
conditions with project traffic, roadway 
widening of this section would not be 
required to mitigate project impacts. 
 
Year 2020 Intersection Mitigations Santo 
Road/Tierrasanta Boulevard.  Provide a fair-
share contribution for the construction of an 
exclusive right-turn lane at the Tierrasanta 
Boulevard westbound intersection approach, 
as well as a third through-lane at the 
Tierrasanta Boulevard eastbound intersection 
approach.  These improvements would 
require widening Tierrasanta Boulevard. 
 
With improvements, project-related impacts 
to the intersection of the Santo Road and 
Tierrasanta Boulevard would be reduced to 
insignificance, however, the intersection 
would not operate at acceptable LOS during 
the AM or PM peak hours. 

 
Miramar Road/Mitscher Way.  Provide a 
fair-share contribution to change signal 
phasing at the Miramar Road northbound and 
southbound approaches from a split phasing.  
Opposing through traffic for both the 
northbound and southbound approaches is 
low enough to allow permitted left-turns. 
 
Pomerado Road/Site 2 Access Road.  Provide 
a fair-share contribution for the construction 
of a traffic signal.  Although a stop-sign 
control at the eastbound intersection 
approach would accommodate traffic 
generated by the Site 2 project, sight distance 
issues and prevailing travel speeds along 
Pomerado Road would require control of left-
turning movements into and out of the 
project site.  
 
All project-related intersection impacts 
would be reduced to a level below of 
significance.  The Miramar Road/Mitscher 
Way intersection would continue to operate 
at unacceptable LOS after improvements, but 
the project impacts would be mitigated to 
below a level of significance. 
 
Project-related impacts to both Miramar 
Road and Pomerado Road would remain 
significant and unmitigated assuming the 
infeasibility of required roadway widenings.  
Project-related impacts to Site 2 study area 
intersections would be mitigated to a level of 
insignificance, however LOS at the Miramar 
Road/Mitscher Way intersection would 
continue to operate at unacceptable LOS F in 
the Year 2003 conditions during the PM peak 
hour. 
 
Mitigation (Year 2020 Roadway).  Site 2 
project-related traffic would cause a 
significant impact on eight study area 
roadway segments under Year 2020 
conditions.  Given current Community Plan 
policies, widening these roadways beyond 
their current cross section and classification 
is not likely.  Project-related impacts on these 
roadways would therefore be unmitigated, 
and remain significant under Year 2020 
conditions. 
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Mitigation (Year 2020 Intersection).  
Pomerado Road/Scripps Poway Parkway.  
Provide a fair-share contribution for the 
construction of an exclusive right-turn lane at 
the Pomerado Road northbound intersection 
approach would be required to mitigate this 
intersection under Year 2020 conditions. 
 
With improvements, project-related impacts 
would be reduced to insignificance, however 
the intersection would operate at LOS E 
under Year 2020 with project conditions. 
 
Site 2 would cause unmitigated project-
related impacts on both Pomerado Road and 
Miramar Road under Year 2020 conditions.  
Project-related impacts to intersections would 
be reduced to a level of insignificance.  

Air Quality     
Impact.  The forecast combined General 
Conformity emissions for the years 2006-
2009 would be less than the de minimis 
levels, and less than ten percent of the 
forecast area emissions.  It is concluded that 
this alternative would conform to the SIP and 
a formal conformity determination is not 
required.  A Record of Non-Applicability 
(RONA), a memorandum required by Navy 
policy that reflects the determination of an 
authorized official that a formal conformity 
analysis is not required for a Proposed 
Action, will be prepared.  A draft RONA is 
included in Appendix D.  Therefore, no 
significant air quality impact would occur.   
 
Although PM10 emissions during 
construction would be less than significant, 
operations which include grading, soil 
excavation and compacting, and similar 
operations are of concern because of the 
potential emissions of fugitive dust and PM10.  
The region is nonattainment for the state 
PM10 standard, and minimization of 
emissions is desirable.  Further, fugitive dust 
and PM10 are potential health, visual and 
nuisance impacts.  Therefore, measures to 
minimize dust generation have been included 
in the Proposed Action. 
 
Mitigation.  No mitigation measures are 
required. 
 

Impact.  The forecast combined General 
Conformity emissions for the years 2006-
2009 would be less than the de minimis 
levels, and less than ten percent of the 
forecast area emissions.  It is concluded that 
this alternative would conform to the SIP and 
a formal conformity determination is not 
required.  A Record of Non-Applicability 
(RONA), a memorandum required by Navy 
policy that reflects the determination of an 
authorized official that a formal conformity 
analysis is not required for a Proposed 
Action, will be prepared.  A draft RONA is 
included in Appendix D.  Therefore, no 
significant air quality impact would occur.   
 
Although PM10 emissions during 
construction would be less than significant, 
operations which include grading, soil 
excavation and compacting, and similar 
operations are of concern because of the 
potential emissions of fugitive dust and PM10.  
The region is nonattainment for the state 
PM10 standard, and minimization of 
emissions is desirable.  Further, fugitive dust 
and PM10 are potential health, visual and 
nuisance impacts.  Therefore, measures to 
minimize dust generation have been included 
in the Proposed Action. 
 
Mitigation.  No mitigation measures are 
required. 

Impact.  The forecast combined General 
Conformity emissions for the years 2006-
2009 would be less than the de minimis 
levels, and less than ten percent of the 
forecast area emissions.  It is concluded that 
this alternative would conform to the SIP and 
a formal conformity determination is not 
required.  A Record of Non-Applicability 
(RONA), a memorandum required by Navy 
policy that reflects the determination of an 
authorized official that a formal conformity 
analysis is not required for a Proposed 
Action, will be prepared.  A draft RONA is 
included in Appendix D.  Therefore, no 
significant air quality impact would occur.   
 
Although PM10 emissions during 
construction would be less than significant, 
operations which include grading, soil 
excavation and compacting, and similar 
operations are of concern because of the 
potential emissions of fugitive dust and PM10.  
The region is nonattainment for the state 
PM10 standard, and minimization of 
emissions is desirable.  Further, fugitive dust 
and PM10 are potential health, visual and 
nuisance impacts.  Therefore, measures to 
minimize dust generation have been included 
in the Proposed Action. 
 
Mitigation.  No mitigation measures are 
required. 

Impact.  The forecast combined General 
Conformity emissions for the years 2006-
2009 would be less than the de minimis 
levels, and less than ten percent of the 
forecast area emissions.  It is concluded that 
this alternative would conform to the SIP and 
a formal conformity determination is not 
required.  A Record of Non-Applicability 
(RONA), a memorandum required by Navy 
policy that reflects the determination of an 
authorized official that a formal conformity 
analysis is not required for a Proposed 
Action, will be prepared.  A draft RONA is 
included in Appendix D.  Therefore, no 
significant air quality impact would occur.   
 
Although PM10 emissions during 
construction would be less than significant, 
operations which include grading, soil 
excavation and compacting, and similar 
operations are of concern because of the 
potential emissions of fugitive dust and PM10.  
The region is nonattainment for the state 
PM10 standard, and minimization of 
emissions is desirable.  Further, fugitive dust 
and PM10 are potential health, visual and 
nuisance impacts.  Therefore, measures to 
minimize dust generation have been included 
in the Proposed Action. 
 
Mitigation.  No mitigation measures are 
required. 

No significant impacts are expected; no 
mitigation measures are required. 
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Noise     
Impact.  Noise/Land Use Compatibility.  The 
principal future noise source to Site 8 would 
be traffic noise from SR 52.  Traffic noise 
levels to the nearest parts of Site 8 where 
there would be residential uses were 
estimated at 58-63 dBA CNEL, using the 
SOUND32 version of the FHWA Highway 
Traffic Noise Model (Caltrans 1995).  Site 8 
is located adjacent to, and outside of the 60 
dBA CNEL aircraft noise contour for MCAS 
Miramar.  Noise levels would be less than the 
65 dBA CNEL noise/land use compatibility 
threshold used by the Department of the 
Navy, MCAS Miramar, and the City of San 
Diego, and the State of California.  
Therefore, there would be no significant 
noise/land use compatibility impact. 
 
NAVFAC P-970 recommends designing for 
interior noise levels of 45 dBA Leq for 
sleeping areas and 50 dBA Leq for other 
residential activities.  This recommendation 
is consistent with Title 24 of the California 
Administration Code which requires 
residences other than detached single-family 
dwellings to be designed to prevent the 
intrusion of exterior noise so that the interior 
CNEL attributable to exterior sources, shall 
not exceed 45 dBA in any habitable room.  
The NAVFAC P�970 criterion would be 
applied to the design of the proposed housing 
units. 
 
Noise at Site Boundaries.  The only potential 
noise source of concern at site boundaries 
would be HVAC equipment, if the units are 
located on the exterior of the buildings.  
There are no Navy or Marine Corps 
requirements or guidelines for noise levels at 
internal or external site boundaries.  The 
proposed housing would be on federally 
owned land and exempt from local 
requirements.  However, the City of San 
Diego noise ordinance is used as a standard 
for impact assessment.  It is assumed that the 
proposed housing would be in the R-3, R-4 
zone for the City of San Diego, and the 
limiting standard is the nighttime one hour 
average noise limit of 50 dBA Leq.  In order 
to avoid an adverse impact, the HVAC 
equipment should be selected and installed to 

Impact.  Noise/land use compatibility, site 
boundary, and noise to off-site residences 
impacts would be the same as described for 
Site 8A.  The nearest residences to the 
proposed interchange are more than 1 mile 
(1.6 kilometers) to the west.  There would be 
no construction noise impact to human 
receptors from work at the housing site or at 
the interchange site.  Please see Section 4.7 
regarding noise impacts to sensitive species. 
 
Mitigation.  No significant impacts to human 
receptors are anticipated; therefore, no 
mitigation measures are required. 

Impact.  Noise/Land Use Compatibility.  The 
principal source of vehicle noise to Site 2 
would be traffic on Pomerado Road.  Traffic 
noise levels to the nearest proposed 
residential area on Site 2, which would be 
approximately 850 feet (259 meters) from 
Pomerado Road, would be less than 55 dBA 
CNEL.  Site 2 is located outside of the 60 
dBA CNEL aircraft noise contour for MCAS 
Miramar.  Noise levels would be less than the 
65 dBA CNEL noise/land use compatibility 
threshold used by the Department of the 
Navy, MCAS Miramar, the City of San 
Diego, and the State of California.  
Therefore, there would be no significant 
noise/land use compatibility impact.  As 
described for Site 8, P-970 design criteria 
would be included in the project to assure a 
compatible interior noise level. 
 
Noise at Site Boundaries.  Noise impacts 
would be similar to those described for Site 
8.  The difference between Site 2 and Site 8 
is that for Site 8, the property adjacent to the 
Site 8 development area is within MCAS 
Miramar, whereas with Site 2, some adjacent 
property is outside the MCAS Miramar 
boundaries.  This off- site property is zoned 
for single family residential use, and the 
noise ordinance standard applied for HVAC 
equipment noise at the boundary should be 
45 dBA Leq. 
 
Noise to Off-site Residences.  The proposed 
project would generate an estimated 6,000 
ADT, including 5,100 ADT on Pomerado 
Road south of the site access road.  The 
existing traffic noise is estimated at 65-66 
dBA CNEL at homes adjacent to Pomerado 
Road south of Spring Canyon Road.  The 
increase in traffic noise as a result of the 
project would result in an approximate 1.5 
dBA increase in ambient noise levels.  
Changes in noise of less than 3 dBA are not 
generally perceived by the human ear; 
therefore, noise increases of less than 3 dBA 
are not considered significant. 
 
 
Construction Noise.  The closest residences 
to Site 2 would be the homes on Pomerado 

Impact.  Noise/Land Use Compatibility.  The 
principal source of vehicle noise to Site 3 
would be traffic on I-15, which is 
approximately 8,000 feet (2,432 meters) west 
of the site.  Traffic noise from I-15 would be 
minimal due to the distance of the site to I-15 
and by the intervening topography.  Site 3 is 
located inside of the 60 dBA CNEL aircraft 
noise contour for MCAS Miramar.  Noise 
from Marine Corp training areas adjacent to 
Site 3 would not be anticipated to have an 
adverse impact to future residents.  Noise 
levels would be less than the 65 dBA CNEL 
noise/land use compatibility threshold used 
by the Department of the Navy, MCAS 
Miramar, the City of San Diego, and the 
State of California.  Therefore, there would 
be no significant noise/land use compatibility 
impact.  As described for Site 8, P-970 
design criteria would be included in the 
project to assure a compatible interior noise 
level. 
 
Noise at Site Boundaries.  Noise sources and 
impacts would be similar to those described 
for Site 2. 
 
Noise to Off-Site Residences.  The addition of 
traffic noise to receptors adjacent to 
Pomerado Road would be negligible. 
 
Construction Noise.  The closest residences 
to Site 3 would be the homes on Rue Biarritz 
approximately 400 feet (122 meters) north of 
the northernmost part of Site 3.  Construction 
noise from grading and building would be 
heard periodically at the closest residences.  
Noise levels would not be anticipated to 
exceed 75 dBA Leq, and would be most 
apparent only when construction would occur 
near the northen part of the site.  
Construction vehicle traffic would not be 
anticipated on residential streets.  
Construction noise impacts would not be 
significant. 
 
The following construction measures would 
be incorporated into project design and 
specifications to further minimize 
construction noise impacts to human 
sensitive receptors. 

No significant impacts are expected; no 
mitigation measures are required. 
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comply with the 50 dBA Leq limit at each 
“boundary” between residential buildings.  
The limit should also be applied at the 
external boundaries where there is a potential 
for the future building of residential property.  
It is recommended that the noise performance 
specification for each HVAC unit be 
established at less than 50 dBA Leq, because 
there may be noise at boundary points from 
more than one HVAC unit, as well as from 
other sources. 
 
Noise to Off-site Residences.  The increase in 
traffic volume would increase the Santo Road 
traffic noise levels at the residences by less 
than one dBA, a less than significant impact. 
 
Construction Noise.  The nearest sensitive 
human receptors to the Site 8 housing area 
are more than 1 mile (1.6 kilometers) south 
of the site, south of SR 52.  The nearest 
homes to the proposed access road are 
approximately 900 feet (279 meters) south of 
the road and south of the freeway.  At these 
distances, there would be no impact from 
construction noise at Site 8 or the site access 
road. 
 
Mitigation.  No significant impacts to human 
receptors are anticipated; therefore, no 
mitigation measures are required. 

Road across from the site access road, and 
homes on Birch Bluff Avenue which would 
be approximately 500 feet (152 meters) 
southwest of one area of Site 2.  Construction 
noise from grading and building of the access 
road entrance would be heard periodically at 
the closest residences, but would often be 
masked by the traffic noise on Pomerado 
Road.  Noise levels would not be anticipated 
to exceed 75 dBA Leq, and would be reduced 
as the construction moves eastward.  Noise 
levels at the homes on Birch Bluff Avenue 
would not be anticipated to exceed 65 dBA 
Leq.  Direct construction noise impacts would 
not be significant. 
 
The construction of Site 2 would result in 
additional truck traffic on Pomerado Road 
between I-15 and the Site 2 access road for 
the duration of construction.  Daytime noise 
levels may be increased by 1-3 dBA Leq, 
while evening and nighttime noise levels 
would not be affected.  The impact would be 
adverse, but would not be significant. 
 
The following construction measures would 
be incorporated into project design and 
specifications to further minimize 
construction noise impacts to human 
sensitive receptors. 
 
•  Construction shall be limited to the hours 

of 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. 
 
•  Construction equipment shall be equipped 

with mufflers with noise reduction 
capability equal to, or better than, original 
factory equipment. 

 
•  Staging areas shall be located as far as 

feasible from residences, with a minimum 
distance of 300 feet (9 meters).  
Equipment maintenance and other noisy 
work in staging areas shall occur only 
during the hours allowed for construction. 

 
•  If temporary traffic control devices are 

required on Pomerado Road, they shall be 
powered by battery or solar sources, and 
not by internal combustion engines. 

 
 

 
•  Construction shall be limited to the hours 

of 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. 
 
•  Construction equipment shall be equipped 

with mufflers with noise reduction 
capability equal to, or better than, original 
factory equipment. 

 
•  Staging areas shall be located as far as 

feasible from residences, with a minimum 
distance of 300 feet (9 meters).  
Equipment maintenance and other noisy 
work in staging areas shall occur only 
during the hours allowed for construction. 

 
•  If temporary traffic control devices are 

required on Pomerado Road, they shall be 
powered by battery or solar sources, and 
not by internal combustion engines. 

 
Mitigation.  No significant impacts to human 
receptors are anticipated; therefore, no 
mitigation measures are required. 
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Mitigation.  No significant impacts to human 
receptors are anticipated; therefore, no 
mitigation measures are required. 

Public Safety     
Impact 1.  There is a potential for significant 
public safety impacts associated with both 
construction and occupancy of Site 8A due to 
potential contact with MEC materials. 
 
Short-term Impacts.  Potential on-site 
impacts to construction workers would be 
associated with potential contact with MEC 
materials during site preparation.  These 
short-term potential impacts would be 
mitigated through construction design and 
operation measures discussed under 
Mitigation 1.  Implementation of these 
mitigation measures would also eliminate on-
site public safety risks associated with long-
term occupancy of Site 8A. 
 
Long-term Impacts.  There is also a potential 
for long-term significant impacts associated 
with unintentional detonation of UXO 
materials within historic ranges outside of the 
fenced MFH footprint.  Potential safety 
hazards are the same as described above.  
These long-term potential impacts would be 
mitigated through establishment of a safety 
buffer zone and post-construction mitigation 
and monitoring measures described under 
Mitigation 1.  The safety buffer zone 
represents the safety distance arc intended to 
provide protection to residents from 
unintentional detonation from off-site UXO 
blast effects and fragmentation. 
 
MEC/UXO response actions discussed below 
under mitigation measures would follow 
DOD/Navy policy regarding munitions 
response planning and remediation, and 
CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 960 et seq..  DON 
considers CERCLA the appropriate 
framework for addressing potential exposure 
to MEC/UXO. 
 
Mitigation 1.  Short-term.  The mitigation 
measures discussed in this section would 
ensure that short-term impacts would not be 
significant. 
 

Impact 1.  Public safety impacts associated 
with MEC/UXO would be the same as Site 
8A. 
 
Mitigation 1.  Implementation of the 
measures identified for Site 8A would reduce 
public safety impacts to less than significant.
 
Impact 2.  Regarding environmental health 
and safety risks to children, impacts would be 
the same as those discussed under Site 8A. 
 
Mitigation 2.  No additional mitigation is 
necessary beyond the measures identified for 
MEC/UXO. 

Impact 1.  There is a potential for significant 
public safety impacts associated with both 
construction and occupancy of Site 2 due to 
potential contact with MEC materials.  
Potential short-term and long-term impacts 
would be the same as those discussed for Site 
8A. 
 
MEC/UXO response actions discussed below 
under mitigation measures would follow 
DOD/Navy policy regarding munitions 
response planning and remediation, and 
CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 960 et. seq.  DON 
considers CERCLA the appropriate 
framework for addressing potential exposure 
to MEC/UXO. 
 
Mitigation 1.  Implementation of the 
measures identified for Site 8A would reduce 
public safety impacts to less than significant. 
 
Impact 2.  Regarding environmental health 
and safety risks to children, impacts would be 
the same as those discussed under Site 8A. 
 
Mitigation 2.  No additional mitigation is 
necessary beyond the measures identified for 
MEC/UXO. 

Impact 1.  There is a potential for significant 
public safety impacts associated with both 
construction and occupancy of Site 3 due to 
potential contact with MEC materials.  
Potential short-term and long-term impacts 
would be the same as those discussed for Site 
8A. 
 
MEC/UXO response actions discussed below 
under mitigation measures would follow 
DOD/Navy policy regarding munitions 
response planning and remediation, and 
CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 960 et. seq.  DON 
considers CERCLA the appropriate 
framework for addressing potential exposure 
to MEC/UXO. 
 
Mitigation 1.  Implementation of the 
measures identified for Site 8A would reduce 
public safety impacts to less than significant.
 
Impact 2.  Regarding environmental health 
and safety risks to children, impacts would be 
the same as those discussed under Site 8A. 
 
Mitigation 2.  No additional mitigation is 
necessary beyond the measures identified for 
MEC/UXO. 

No significant impacts are expected; no 
mitigation measures are required. 
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The following specific procedures would be 
implemented during the MEC removal, soil 
excavation and MFH infrastructure 
construction for the developable footprint of 
Site 8A and the 100-foot firebreak zone 
around the perimeter of the housing site: 
 
•  Development and implementation of an 

environmental protection plan (EPP) and 
explosive safety submittal (ESS) to ensure 
environmental mitigation commitments 
are being met and explosive safety hazards 
minimized. 

 
•  Prior to conducting geophysical search 

and MEC removal, the entire MFH site 
would be surveyed and cleared of 
vegetation.  Specific environmental 
mitigation commitments associated with 
removal of on-site vegetation can be found 
in Section 4.7 (Biological Resources).  
Brush clearance on areas with slopes 
under 30 percent would include removal 
of the brush to ground surface level to 
accommodate the use of towed and man-
portable detection equipment.  On areas 
with greater than 30 percent slope, brush 
would be cleared in lanes sufficiently wide 
to accommodate movement of personnel 
and hand-held magnetometers.  Site 
clearance would be an iterative process of 
MEC removal and placement of excavated 
soil in canyons.  MEC would be detected 
and removed down to 3 feet.   

 
•  To increase the confidence level that MEC 

has been detected and safely removed, the 
site would be checked by the contractor’s 
quality control and also verified by the 
government’s quality assurance measures. 

 
•  All MEC surface and subsurface 

anomalies would be located and geo-
referenced for reacquisition during the 
removal process.   

 
•  Any MEC materials not detected 

previously would likely be identified 
visually by qualified UXO technicians 
during this phase.   
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•  The upper 3-foot layer of cleared soil shall 
be removed and placed in the canyon. 

 
This process – detect and remove MEC then 
remove three feet of soil – would be repeated 
until no MEC or potential anomaly is 
detected.  It is unlikely that more than two 
iterative cycles would be necessary, due to 
the poorly graded surface soils and 
interbedded conglomerate matrix that is very 
resistant to penetration by MEC items, and in 
light of penetration depths encountered 
during the MEC removal efforts at 
Tierrasanta and Mission Trails (typically 
found to be 3 feet or less for even the largest 
ordnance items).  The specific requirements 
for the characterization, removal and disposal 
of soil on the site would be determined under 
CERCLA. 
 
Mass excavation of soil would directly 
follow the iterative MEC removal process 
that includes the following steps:   
 
•  The mass excavated soil would be placed 

as fill over the soil previously cleared of 
MEC, serving as a cap.  The depth of soil 
cap would not be less than 2 feet.   

 
•  Ground cover or soil stabilization 

measures would be employed over the 
filled areas in the canyon to minimize 
erosion.   

 
•  During the mass soil excavation and 

filling, site infrastructure and foundation 
work, qualified UXO technicians would 
be on site to oversee the intrusive 
operations.   

 
•  Mass excavation is anticipated to over-

excavate soil at least 2 feet, followed by 
backfilling and compacting with clean 
material prior to constructing houses. 

 
Long-term.  The following mitigation 
measures would ensure that long-term 
impacts would not be significant. 
 
A safety buffer zone would be established 
around the perimeter of Site 8.  The safety 
buffer zone would be identified based on 



2.0  Alternatives  
 
 
 

  
Page 2-50 MFH Project EIS 
 8K050/CHAPTER 02 TABLE 2-3   6/20/03 

Site 8 
Site 8A Site 8B Site 2 Alternative Site 3 Alternative No Action Alternative 

historic ranges that overlap the Site 8 and 
extend off-site within station boundaries.  
The size of the safety buffer zone would be 
based on the MEC encountered and the safe 
distances prescribed in EOD Publication 
60A-1-1-4, Table 2-4. 
 
The following site-specific procedures would 
be implemented during the MEC surface 
clearance activities for the Site 8 buffer 
areas: 
 
•  The MEC clearance activities would 

include development and implementation 
of an EPP and ESS to ensure 
environmental mitigation commitments 
are being met and explosive safety hazards 
minimized.   

 
•  Prior to conducting the detector-aided 

surface MEC removal, the entire buffer 
area would be surveyed.  Selective 
trimming of vegetation would be 
conducted to facilitate MEC clearance 
activities.  Brush clearance within the 
buffer areas would include trimming of 
the brush within identified access lanes to 
accommodate the use of man-portable 
detection equipment, and provide for 
emergency egress.  On areas with greater 
than 30 percent slope, special field 
procedures, including use of climbing 
gear, would be used to accommodate 
movement of personnel.  Site clearance 
would consist of a detector-aided visual 
acquisition of surface MEC materials and 
removal of any UXO and MEC scrap 
materials.  No intrusive investigation or 
removal of subsurface anomalies would be 
undertaken. 

 
•  To increase the confidence level that 

surface MEC has been detected and safely 
removed, the site would be checked by the 
contractor’s quality control and also 
verified by the government’s quality 
assurance. 

 
The final dimensions of the safety buffer 
zone would be determined under CERCLA 
after approval of an ESS by the Department 
of Defense Explosive Safety Board (DDESB) 
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and documentation of site-specific MEC 
materials encountered within the safety 
buffer areas.  Figure 4.14-1 portrays the 
practical NEPA limits of the buffers using 
DoD/Navy explosives safety planning 
criteria.  However, MEC response 
investigations at the selected site combined 
with risk analysis may alter or reduce the 
final safety buffer configuration.  The 
planned MEC/UXO response at the selected 
site will follow DoD/Navy policy regarding 
munitions response planning and 
remediation, and CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 960 
et. seq. 
 
For areas of Site 8 requiring a safety buffer 
zone, an 8-foot containment fence would be 
constructed at the far extent of the 100-foot 
firebreak and the beginning of the safety 
buffer zone.  A fence or other appropriate 
engineering controls would be provided 
around the exterior of the permanent safety 
buffer perimeter.   
 
Post-Construction Mitigation and 
Monitoring Measures.  Various land use 
controls would be implemented under 
CERCLA after the MEC/UXO response 
action to reduce the potential risk to human 
health and the environment from any 
remaining MEC materials at Site 8 and its 
surrounding buffer areas.  Land use controls 
are mechanisms designed to protect the 
public from explosive safety hazards as well 
as hazardous substances in soil by limiting 
the use or access to the selected site.  Land 
use controls are generally comprised of legal 
mechanisms, engineering controls and 
educational programs.  The site-specific land 
use controls that may be employed at the 
selected site and surrounding buffer areas 
would be tailored to address MEC 
encountered during the investigation and 
cleanup phases and may include the 
following: 
 
•  Legal mechanisms including easements, 

covenants, restrictive covenants, zoning, 
permitting siting restrictions and base 
master planning to limit the exposure to 
explosive safety hazards.  Base master 
planning would prevent the siting of non-



2.0  Alternatives  
 
 
 

  
Page 2-52 MFH Project EIS 
 8K050/CHAPTER 02 TABLE 2-3   6/20/03 

Site 8 
Site 8A Site 8B Site 2 Alternative Site 3 Alternative No Action Alternative 

compatible land uses adjacent to the MFH 
site and would promote base-wide 
planning measures designed to optimize 
continued sustainability of existing range 
and training areas.   

 
•  Engineering controls designed to limit 

public exposure to explosive safety 
hazards that would take into consideration 
the surrounding land use, where the 
potential for unrestricted access may have 
adverse effects.  Specific engineering 
controls that may be implemented at the 
selected site include warning signage, 
landscaping, double fencing at the buffer 
areas, security measures, onsite 
surveillance, and fire management zones.  
Each is designed to restrict and visitors 
access to the safety buffer zone.  

 
•  Educational programs to be used as part of 

a comprehensive strategy to protect human 
health and tailored to the site-specific 
MEC hazards.  Examples of educational 
programs that would be employed at the 
selected site include rental notices, 
educational materials and annual MEC 
awareness programs for the MFH 
management personnel.  Similar 
educational training used at adjacent 
communities (e.g., Tierrasanta) includes a 
video produced by the City of San Diego 
that is used in the local schools.  Rental 
agreements would require a notification of 
potential MEC hazards in the surrounding 
canyon areas and help focus on the 
potential UXO problem and the hazards of 
allowing their children to play offsite.  
Public information would also be made 
available at the local libraries regarding 
former use of the site by the military. 

 
•  A 5-year monitoring review under 

CERCLA would be conducted to assess 
the level of protectiveness.  This would 
include a review of the continued 
effectiveness of the MEC/UXO response 
action and land use controls.  It would also 
include a limited visual inspection for the 
presence of any MEC within the project 
area, as well as engineering controls and 
soil erosion/stability.  This monitoring 
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may also entail a survey of housing 
residents to validate whether residents are 
actually receiving awareness training, and 
validation of public outreach programs; a 
partial sweep of the buffer zone to check 
on the thoroughness of the original MEC 
detection and removal; and review of any 
incidents or MEC discoveries by residents 
or Station personnel. 

 
Impact 2.  A segment of the access road 
currently overlaps a portion of the Surface 
Danger Zone for the pistol range complex.  
Development of this alternative would have a 
significant public safety impact on persons 
using the access road. 
 
Mitigation 2.  This impact would be avoided 
by including safety measures at the range 
such as baffling.  Alternatively, the pistol 
range complex may be relocated to eliminate 
the public safety impact.  NEPA 
documentation would be performed for this 
action should it be selected. 
 
Impact 3.  Regarding environmental health 
and safety risks to children, there is not a 
disproportionately high percentage of 
children who would be directly affected by 
the Proposed Action.  Children within 
neighborhoods, schools, or neighborhood 
parks nearest the project area are far enough 
away that the Proposed Action would not 
directly impact them.  Children in those 
neighborhoods, schools, or neighborhood 
parks would not be subject to dispropor-
tionately high environmental health risks or 
safety risks from construction and operation 
of the proposed MFH project.  Children 
within the MFH site could be exposed to 
potential risks associated with MEC.  
However, the measures discussed above 
would reduce the potential health risks to 
below the level of significance for children 
located on base in MFH as well as children 
living off base. 
 
Mitigation 3.  No additional mitigation is 
necessary beyond the measures identified for 
MEC/UXO. 
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2.5 PERMIT REQUIREMENTS AND RELATED COORDINATION 
 
Approvals and permits would be required for implementation of the Proposed Action.  Table 2-4 
lists the Federal and state permits/actions that may be required and identifies the agencies that may 
use the information presented in this EIS to make decisions regarding issuance of permits or 
approvals. 
 
 

Table 2-4.  Permits or Actions Potentially Required to Implement Preferred Alternative 
 

Permit or Statute Requirement Regulatory Agency 
Clean Water Act (Section 404, 33 
U.S.C. § 1251 et seq.) 

Permit for filling in jurisdictional 
wetlands if vernal pools and ephemeral 
streams are deemed jurisdictional. 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

Safe Drinking Water Act as amended, 
(42 U.S.C. § 300f to § 300j-26) 

Regulates public drinking water 
supplies by setting health-based 
standards for drinking water to protect 
against naturally-occurring and man-
made contaminants. 

Regional Water Quality Control Board 

Clean Water Act (Section 402, 33 
U.S.C. § 1341) 

National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) Permit 
for source point pollution discharges 
into Waters of the U.S. 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency; 
Regional Water Quality Control Board 

National Historic Preservation Act (42 
U.S.C. § 4332) 

Requires inventory of cultural resources 
that are potentially eligible for the 
National Register of Historic Places, to 
evaluate resources for eligibility, and to 
consider impacts Federal projects may 
have on eligible resources. 

State Historic Preservation Officer 

Comprehensive Environmental 
Response Compensation and Liability 
Act (42 U.S.C. § 9601 et. seq.) 

Requires response to hazardous 
substances on site to address risk to 
human health and the environment. 

Department of Navy, CERCLA Lead 
Agency (42 U.S.C. § 9620) and U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency 
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 CHAPTER 3.0 
 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
 
 
Chapter 3 sets forth the Affected Environment of the Proposed Action.  The Affected Environment 
describes the present physical conditions within the area of the Proposed Action.  The area, or region 
of influence, is defined for each environmental issue based upon the extent of physical resources that 
may be affected directly or indirectly by the Proposed Action and appropriate guidelines of 
regulatory agencies or common professional practice.  Table 3-1 summarizes the environmental 
issues and associated region of influence described in the Affected Environment sections of this EIS. 
 
 

Table 3-1.  Environmental Issues and Region of Influence  
for MCAS Miramar MFS Sites 

  
Environmental Issue 

 
Region of Influence 

 
Land Use 

 
East Miramar and surrounding areas  

Socioeconomics 
 
Communities contiguous with the MCAS Miramar Sites including 
Scripps Ranch, Mira Mesa, Poway, Tierrasanta, and Santee  

Utilities 
 
Sites 8, 2, 3, and surrounding areas  

Public Services 
 
Sites 8, 2, 3, and surrounding areas  

Visual Resources 
 
Sites 8, 2, 3, and viewshed  

Cultural Resources 
 
Sites 8, 2, and 3  

Biological Resources 
 
Sites 8, 2, and 3  

Soils and Geology 
 
Soils - Sites 8, 2, and 3 
Geology - San Diego region  

Water Resources 
 
Sites 8, 2, 3, and associated subbasins  

Hazardous Wastes, Substances, and Materials 
 
Sites 8, 2, and 3  

Traffic/Circulation 
 
City of San Diego in vicinities of Sites 8, 2 and 3  

Air Quality 
 
San Diego Air Basin   

Noise 
 
Sites 8, 2, 3, and traffic study areas  

Public Safety 
 
Sites 8, 2, 3, and surrounding areas 
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This section of the EIS describes the baseline conditions for each environmental resource against 
which the potential impacts of the Proposed Action will be compared.  Within the 14 individual issue 
areas, Site 8 is discussed first since it is the Preferred Alternative.  Both alternative access scenarios 
for Site 8 (8A and 8B) are included with the Site 8 footprint in the affected environment discussion 
for each issue area except where noted.  Generally, the baseline utilized for the analysis of 
environmental impacts under NEPA reflects the conditions present at or about the time the EIS is 
initiated. 
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3.1 LAND USE 
 
This section describes existing on-site and surrounding land uses for the three proposed alternative 
MFH sites located on MCAS Miramar in an area known as East Miramar.  This section also 
discusses applicable plans, policies, and ordinances.  The information presented in this section was 
compiled from master plans, general plans, approved and proposed land use development plans, 
aerial photographs, and communications with local officials. 
 
On-site Land Use 
 
Land uses at MCAS Miramar include both military and non-military functions and facilities.  The 
majority of military and non-military uses exist primarily to support the Marine Corps mission, 
which is to provide an operational and training facility for Marine Corps pilots and ground support 
personnel.  Military land uses at MCAS Miramar include operational (e.g., aircraft operations) and 
non-operational (e.g., community support ) uses and facilities.   
 
East Miramar is located between State Route (SR) 163/Kearny Villa Road and Sycamore Canyon 
and is approximately 15,870 acres (6,422.3 hectares).  The strip of land between SR 163/Kearny 
Villa Road and I-15, south of Miramar Way, is encumbered primarily by Air Installation Compatible 
Use Zones (AICUZs) and high noise.  The AICUZ for Runway 24R approach overlies a majority of 
designated training areas.  Camp Elliott, a World War II training base, is located east of I-15. 
 
Five training areas were previously designated by the Navy for NAS Miramar and are currently 
utilized by MCAS Miramar.  These existing training areas are shown on Figure 3.1-1.  Due to the 
difference in training mission requirements of the Navy and Marine Corps, MCAS Miramar is 
currently re-evaluating the Station to best meet its training requirements.  Specifically, the Navy was 
primarily focused on aviation while MCAS Miramar focuses on both aviation and ground training.  
Ground training is essential to Marine readiness mission, and the land currently designated for 
training is inadequate to meet future training needs. 
 
Section 3.14 discusses the ordnance and explosives associated with the historical training areas in the 
East Miramar vicinity. 
 
Training Areas 1 and 2 are primarily used for infantry maneuvers and are located adjacent to Site 2.  
Both Training Areas 3 and 4 are currently used for compass training, conditioning hikes, tank trails, 
and bivovac areas.  Site 3 and its access road are located within Training Area 4.  Training Area 5 
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includes an inactive rifle range, the San Diego County Sheriff’s Department small arms range and 
range operation center, and the military small arms range training facilities.   
 
Sites 8, 2, and 3 are predominately undeveloped and bisected by dirt roads and firebreaks.  However, 
all three sites have been used for military training operations in the past and Site 3 (located within 
Training Area 4), is currently utilized for ground training operations. 
 
Surrounding Land Uses 
 
As shown in Figure 3.1-2, the area surrounding Site 8 to the north and west includes undeveloped 
areas of East Miramar.  Directly south of Site 8 is SR 52, the community of Tierrasanta, and Mission 
Trails Regional Park.  Directly east of Site 8 is an area known as East Elliott, a former military 
property that was sold by the General Services Administration in the 1960s.  East Elliott is under the 
ownership of more than twenty-five different parties and remains undeveloped despite long-term 
efforts by those owners (refer to Section 2.1.3a).  On March 18, 1997, the City Council adopted an 
amendment to the Elliot Community Plan, Resolution No. R-288456.  This amendment expands the 
area designated for open space to correspond with the open space boundaries of the City of San 
Diego Multi-Species Conservation Plan (MSCP) Subarea Plan.  Open space acreage increased from 
1,339 acres to 2,259 acres.  This reduced the residential area from 1,380 acres to 117 acres adjacent 
to the City of Santee. 
 
As shown in Figure 3.1-2, the community of Tierrasanta is located south of the proposed Site 8 
access road on the south side of SR 52.  Land uses immediately south of SR 52 and west of Santo 
Road include a commercial center, a church, and neighborhoods of single-family homes.  The area 
east of Santo Road contains a mixture of multi-family homes and single-family residences. 
 
Mission Trails Regional Park is located immediately south of Site 8 across SR 52 (Figure 3.1-2).  
Mission Trails Park is the largest park in the City of San Diego and encompasses nearly 5,800 acres 
(2,347.1 hectares) of both natural and developed recreational areas.  The park contains an 
interpretive center, picnic area, and numerous hiking and biking trails which are accessed via 
Mission Gorge Road.  The peak of Cowles Mountain (1,560 feet [475 meters] AMSL), located in 
Mission Trails Regional Park approximately one mile (1.6 kilometers) from the site, is the highest 
point in the City of San Diego.  Fortuna Mountain (1,243 feet [379 meters]) is the peak closest to the 
proposed site and is approximately one-half mile (805 meters) to the site. 
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As shown in Figure 3.1-3, the area surrounding Site 2 to the south and east is the predominately 
undeveloped area of East Miramar.  Directly north and west of Site 2 is Pomerado Road and the 
communities of Scripps Ranch and Miramar Ranch North.  There are single-family residential 
developments along the west side of Pomerado Road adjacent to the proposed access road for Site 2. 
 Additional single-family homes are located directly adjacent to Site 2 east of Pomerado Road along 
Birch Bluff Avenue, Birch Bluff Place, and Figtree Street. 
 
As shown in Figure 3.1-4, the area to the south and east of Site 3 includes undeveloped portions of 
East Miramar.  Directly north of the site is Pomerado Road and the community of Scripps Ranch.  
The community of Mira Mesa is located northeast of the site on the west side of I-15.  Land uses 
within the Scripps Ranch community, directly south of Pomerado Road, include single-family 
residential with very low densities.  As shown in Figure 3.1-3, development occurs directly north of 
Site 3 on Rue Biarritz.  Continuing east along Pomerado Road, densities remain very low, with open 
space areas adjacent to the dwelling units.  The United States International University campus and 
the University of California of San Diego Ecological Reserve are located south of Pomerado Road to 
the west of Site 3.   
 
Adopted Plans, Policies, and Ordinances 
 
On-site Adopted Plans, Policies, and Ordinances 
 
Several regulatory and planning documents guide land use for Sites 8, 2, and 3 as discussed below. 
 
Navy Family Housing Project Standards 
 
Guidelines for the design of MFH are contained in the Navy Family Housing Project Standards 
(NAVFAC Instruction 11101.85H) (DON 2000b).  These standards include criteria such as unit size, 
unit mix, recreation standards, site planning standards, and road standards.  
 
MCAS Miramar Master Plan 
 
Land use and development on MCAS Miramar is guided by the MCAS Miramar Master Plan 
(DON 1999), which contains development guidelines for optimum utilization of land and airspace to 
support the Station’s mission.  Although the Master Plan does not include an updated AICUZ at this 
time, it does contain AICUZ program guidance which is used to site new projects, including MFH.  
The overall purpose of the AICUZ program is to create compatible land uses for the various types of 
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facilities as related to noise levels generated by the Air Station.  As discussed in Section 2.3.1 of this 
EIS, areas with noise levels greater than 65 dB CNEL were considered unacceptable for proposed 
MFH sites.  The Master Plan identifies Sites 8, 2, and 3 as potential housing sites. 
 
Research Natural Area 
 
There is a Research Natural Area (RNA) in East Miramar consisting of approximately 2,000 acres 
(809 hectares).  As shown in Figure 3.1-1, the majority of the Site 8 footprint lies within this RNA.  
The RNA was designated in 1987 to assist in conserving relatively undisturbed vegetation types to 
provide educational opportunities and research areas for scientists to study the ecology and other 
aspects of the natural environment (NAS Miramar Instruction 5090.6A: Research Natural Area of  
24 March 1994).  At that time, there were no threatened or endangered species within the RNA, and 
the area was not required for NAS Miramar’s mission.   
 
In general, the RNA does not support sensitive natural resources such as vernal pools, other 
wetlands, or rare species of plants and wildlife.  Very little ecological research has been conducted in 
the RNA because the vegetation types present on the site are relatively common within the region.  
 
The Marine Corps will be evaluating administration of land uses of the RNA in conjunction with its 
operational requirements that will be incorporated into applicable Station orders.  The RNA cannot 
be considered a permanent preserve.  Military lands cannot be set aside as permanent environmental 
preserves due to DoD’s requirement to maintain the flexibility to adapt the defense mission to 
political and technological developments (DoD Instruction 4715.3, paragraph F.1.i[4]).  Portions of 
installations may be set aside for conservation of significant natural resources, as has been done on 
the Station; however, “Such areas shall be reassessed if the military needs of the installation change, 
during any base realignment closure action involving the property, or if the property becomes excess 
and requires disposal.” (DoD Instruction 4715.3, paragraph F.1.j.). 
 
Integrated Natural Resource Management Plan 
 
The primary purpose of the Integrated Natural Resource Management Plan (INRMP) (MCAS 2000) 
is to integrate MCAS Miramar’s land use need, in support of the military mission, with the 
management and conservation of natural resources.  The INRMP establishes MCAS Miramar’s 
approach and guidelines relative to natural resources to accomplish this end.  The INRMP does not 
dictate land use decisions but rather provides important resource information to support sound land 
use decisions and natural resource management.  This is accomplished, in part, by categorizing the 
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entire Air Station into Management Areas (MAs) based on existing resources such as vernal pools, 
threatened and endangered species, riparian areas, other undeveloped areas and developed areas.  
Level 1 MAs support nearly all vernal pool basins and watersheds.  Level II MAs focus on the 
California gnatcatcher.  Level III MAs support riparian vegetation and habitat linkages not contained 
within Level I and Level II MAs.  Level IV MAs contain the remaining undeveloped areas not 
delineated in Levels I, II or III.  Level IV areas do not support substantial high value, regulated 
resources, though isolated high value resources may be present.  Level V MAs are developed areas 
that support almost no high value resources. 
 
Regulatory constraints on land uses relative to MAs are hierarchal in nature.  The most constrained 
areas of use are those supporting vernal pools (Level I) and the least constrained areas of use are 
developed areas (Level V).  The following is a breakdown of the level of MAs within the proposed 
sites. 
 
Approximately 97 percent of Site 8A (Santo Road access) is Level IV.  The remaining three percent 
has not been designated because it is a parcel, landlocked within Air Station boundaries, owned by 
the San Diego Unified School District, as this portion of the site currently occurs outside of the 
boundaries of MCAS Miramar.  This area occurs along the proposed Santo Road access road, to the 
southwest of the San Diego Second Aqueduct.  Approximately 95 percent of the site is designated as 
a Research Natural Area. 
 
Approximately 93 percent of Site 8B (SR 52 interchange) is Level IV.  Three percent of the site is 
Level V, which corresponds to SR 52.  Two percent of the site is Level I.  This area is south of 
SR 52.  Two percent of the site lies further south, is owned by the City of San Diego, and would be 
necessary for the proposed interchange with SR 52.  Approximately 96 percent of the site is 
designated as a Research Natural Area. 
 
Approximately 92 percent of Site 2 is Level IV.  The remainder of Site 2 is either Level II (four 
percent) or Level V (four percent).  The area of Level II occurs along the southwestern boundary of 
the site. 
 
Approximately 94 percent of Site 3 is Level IV.  Approximately three percent of the site is Level II, 
which corresponds to a population of Del Mar manzanita.  Less than one percent of the site is Level 
I, which corresponds to the vernal pool habitat near the I-15/Miramar Way interchange.  
Approximately three percent of the site is Level V. 
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The policies, objectives, and planned actions designed to achieve natural resource management goals 
at MCAS Miramar are provided in Chapters 6 and 7 of the INRMP.  The only applicable objectives 
and planned actions for land use relate to natural resources-related outdoor recreation management 
(Objective I in Section 7.6.2) and grounds maintenance and landscaping objectives (Objective I in 
Section 7.2.5).  Specifically, Objective I in Section 7.6.2 of the INRMP reads: 
 

“Provide outdoor recreation opportunities for MCAS Miramar personnel and general 
public within the constraints of the military mission and capability of the resources.” 

 
Objective I in Section 7.2.5 reads: 
 
 “Ensure that ground maintenance and landscaping operations are consistent with natural 

resources goals and objectives.” 
 
Surrounding Adopted Plans, Policies, and Ordinances 
 
MCAS Miramar is federally-owned land which is exempt from local and state land use controls.  
The guiding programs, policies, and plans for the surrounding areas are discussed within this EIS, as 
they may relate to general concepts that might be applied to the project sites. 
 
City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan 
 
The City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan (1992) is a comprehensive long-term plan 
for the physical development of the city, and it presents overall policies for the entire city.  The Land 
Use Element designates the proposed general distribution of the land uses within the city.  The land 
use map in the Land Use Element of the Progress Guide and General Plan designates East Miramar 
as “military.”  This designation identifies the entire area for primarily military use. 
 
Under the Phased Development Map of the Progress Guide and General Plan, certain areas 
surrounding East Miramar are within specific planning areas of the city.  These include Scripps 
Miramar Ranch to the north, Mira Mesa to the west, East Elliott to the east, and Tierrasanta and 
Mission Trails Regional Park to the south. 
 
The City of San Diego augments the general, city-wide planning policies and goals contained in its 
Progress Guide and General Plan with more specific policies and goals that are contained in 49 
respective community plans.   
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Areas outside the City of San Diego rely on general plans for the unincorporated areas specific 
policies and goals. 
 
Scripps Miramar Ranch Community Plan 
 
The City of San Diego Scripps Miramar Ranch Community Plan (1993) designates the area north of 
the Site 3 area for residential, educational, and commercial.  The area south of Pomerado Road, 
directly east of I-15, is designated as Industrial Park and Commercial.  The area further east (north of 
Pomerado Road near the intersection of Scripps Ranch Boulevard and Pomerado Road) is designated 
as residential with densities ranging from three to ten dwelling units per acre.  The area south of 
Pomerado Road between Avenida and Fairbrook is also designated residential with a density of zero 
to three dwelling units per acre.  The area directly north of the site, south of Pomerado Road, is 
designated University.  The area south of Pomerado Road between Fairbrook and Spring Canyon is 
adjacent to Site 2, and is designated residential with densities ranging from zero to three dwelling 
units per acre up to ten to fifteen dwelling units per acre. 
 
Tierrasanta Community Plan 
 
The City of San Diego Tierrasanta Community Plan (1987) designates the area south of Site 8 as 
residential with single-family and multi-family homes.  Densities range from five to fourteen 
dwelling units per acre with an average of approximately seven dwelling units per acre. 
 
Elliot Community Plan 
 
The City of San Diego Elliot Community Plan (1997) designates the area east of Site 8 as open 
space, residential, commercial, and landfill.  Within the MSCP, 2,259 acres are designated as open 
space.  Approximately 117 acres on the eastern fringe of East Elliot are designated residential, with a 
maximum of 500 single-family residential units that can be constructed in this area.  Twelve acres of 
commercial office use are designated in two separate parcels in the vicinity of State Highway 52 and 
Mast Boulevard.  The remaining 474 acres are designated as landfill. 
 
Mira Mesa Community Plan 
 
The City of San Diego Mira Mesa Community Plan (1993) designates the area west of I-15 between 
Carroll Canyon Road and Miramar Road as Miramar Subarea.  The land use designation for this area 
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is Industrial, with development consisting of office and retail uses.  Land use north of Carroll 
Canyon east of Camino Santa Fe is residential with the majority of the densities being four to ten 
dwelling units per acre.  Densities increase in the area near the Camino Ruiz and Mira Mesa 
intersection to ten to fifteen, fifteen to thirty, and thirty to forty-five dwelling units per acre. 
 
Mission Trails Regional Park Master Development Plan 
 
To achieve the goals of the park, a Master Development Plan was adopted in 1976 and revised in 
1985.  The revised Mission Trails Regional Park Master Development Plan is intended to provide an 
adequate basis for determining the planning and implementation strategy, acquisition and 
development programs, and the need to integrate local community plans so they are consistent with 
park design concepts.  A portion of the park is located south of the proposed MFH Site 8, south of 
SR 52. 
 
City of San Diego Multi-Species Conservation Plan (MSCP) Subarea Plan 
 
The City of San Diego MSCP Subarea Plan (1997) has been prepared pursuant to the general outline 
developed by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the California Department 
of Fish and Game (CDFG) to meet the requirements of the California Natural Communities 
Conservation Planning Act of 1992.  The MSCP Subarea Plan designates core biological resource 
areas and corridors targeted for conservation.  MCAS Miramar is not subject to the requirements of 
the MSCP; however, portions of the proposed MFH Sites 8, 2, and 3 are adjacent to resource areas 
identified in the MSCP.  The MSCP identifies land use policies for adjacent land.  Issues that are 
identified in these guidelines include drainage, toxics, lighting, noise, barriers, invasives, brush 
management, and grading. 
 



3.2 Socioeconomics  
 

 

  
MFH Project EIS  Page 3.2-1 
8K050/CHAPTER 03.02  6/20/03 

3.2 SOCIOECONOMICS/ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 
 
The term “socioeconomic” describes the basic attributes and resources associated with the human 
environment, with particular emphasis on population, employment, and personal income.  
Substantial changes in these fundamental socioeconomic indicators may in turn influence related 
variables such as the provision of community services and utilities, and the cost of available housing.  
The region of influence (ROI) for socioeconomic analysis as it applies to MCAS Miramar MFH 
alternative sites is the City of San Diego, with particular emphasis on the community plan areas of 
Scripps Ranch, Miramar Ranch North, Tierrasanta, and the City of Poway.  Existing demographic 
data were derived primarily from 2000 U.S. Census and 1999 SANDAG data.  SANDAG monitors 
population growth through annual population and housing estimates that are developed in 
cooperation with local agencies and the California State Department of Finance. 
 
Population 
 
The regional growth management agency for the San Diego area, SANDAG, is responsible for 
preparing regional growth forecasts.  SANDAG’s statistics are available at the subregional and 
census tract level.  San Diego is divided into seven Major Statistical Areas (MSAs).  The MSAs are 
further subdivided into Subregional Areas (SRAs).   
 
As shown in Figure 3.2-1, Sites 8, 2 and 3 are located within the North City MSA and Miramar SRA 
16.  The communities of Scripps Ranch and Miramar Ranch North are to the north and west of Sites 
8, 2, and 3 and are located in SRA 15.  The community of Tierrasanta is to the south of Sites 8, 2, 
and 3 and is located in SRA 17.  Table 3.2-1 illustrates recent and forecasted population growth 
through the year 2020 for the County of San Diego, North City MSA and SRAs 16, 15, and 17.  As 
shown in Table 3.2-1, the total county population is expected to increase 44 percent over the 25 year 
period from 1995 to 2020.  The North City MSA has a similar increase of 41 percent.  The 
population for SRA 16 which includes Sites 3, 2 and 8 is anticipated to decrease approximately 6 
percent over the same 25 year time frame.  This is because SRA 16 contains MCAS Miramar which 
decreased in population due to recent base realignment. 
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Table 3.2-1.  Estimated Population Growth for County,  
MCAS Miramar, and Surrounding Area 

 

 1995 2000 2005 2010 2020 
Percent 

Change(1) 
San Diego County 2,669,200 2,813,833 3,223,474 3,437,697 3,853,297 44% 
North City MSA 626,177 658,877 775,369 825,338 884,230 41% 
SRA 16 (Miramar) 4,579 6,473 4,353 4,328 4,310 -6% 
SRA 15 (Poway) 68,222 81,125 94,261 96,042 97,450 43% 
SRA 17 (Elliott-Navajo) 90,455 86,207 96,877 97,059 99,232 10% 
(1)  From 1995 to 2020 
Source:  SANDAG, Census 2000 

 
 
Employment 
 
The economy of San Diego County is based primarily on the service, retail trade, government, and 
military sectors of the economy.  As of July 2002, the county average unemployment rate was 4.2 
percent, which is below the state rate of 6.6 percent (California Employment Development 
Department 2002).  In 1995, approximately 87,635 uniform military personnel resided in San Diego 
County (Census 2000).  
 
The estimated total employment for the county, North County MSA, and SRA 16 is shown in Table 
3.2-2.  The estimated total employment for the county is estimated to increase 45 percent from 1995 
to 2020.  The North County MSA has a similar increase of 41 percent.  SRA16, which includes Sites 
8, 2 and 3, is projected to have a decrease in employment of 9 percent.  This is due to the fact the 
SRA includes military bases which have experienced recent downsizing due to base realignments. 
 
 

Table 3.2-2.  Estimated Total Employment 
 

 1995 2005 2010 2020 
Percent 

Change(1) 
San Diego County 1,186,837 1,513,234 1,565,824 1,721,631 45% 
North City MSA 390,302 498,595 513,217 551,857 41% 
SRA 16 (Miramar) 6,272 5,685 5,685 5,704 -9% 
(1) From 1995 to 2020 
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Housing 
 
Housing stock in San Diego County increased by approximately 255,000 units between 1990 and 
2000 to reach a total of 1,039,089 housing units in 2000 (SANDAG 2002).  The largest portion of 
the housing stock in 2000 was composed of single-family units (59 percent).  Multi-family units 
accounted for 36 percent of the housing stock in the region.   
 
As summarized in Table 3.2-3, the number of housing units for the county is expected to increase 41 
percent from 1995 to 2020.  The North City MSA projects an increase of 37 percent over the same 
25 year time frame.  The housing for SRA 16 has a very small anticipated growth of 1 percent due to 
the fact that it is a military base. 
 
 

Table 3.2-3.  Total Estimated Housing Units 
 

 1995 2000 2005 2010 2020 
Percent 

Change(1) 
San Diego County 996,684 1,040,149 1,153,736 1,245,057 1,404,231 41% 
North City MSA 253,069 268,099 298,873 322,587 347,549 37% 
SRA 16 (Miramar) 637 548 639 641 646 1% 
(1) From 1995 to 2020 
Source: SANDAG, Census 2002 

 
 
The 2000 estimated vacancy rate for the county is 4 percent, which is comparable to the North City 
MSA, which also has a 4 percent vacancy rate (SANDAG 2002). 
 
Environmental Justice 
 
Executive Order 12898, 59 Federal Register 7629, Federal Action to Address Environmental Justice 
in Minority Population and Low-Income Populations, signed in February 1994, directs Federal 
agencies “...to make achieving environmental justice part of its mission by identifying and 
addressing ...disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of its 
programs, policies, and activities on minority population and low-income population in the [U.S.].”  
The aim of the Executive Order is to prevent low income and minority communities from being 
subjected to disproportionately adverse environmental effects.   
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The following provides information on the race and ethnicity of populations near the project site, as 
well as economic status.  The goal is to identify thee groups and determine if there is a 
disproportional impact in the vicinity of the project area.  To provide a context for considering these 
data, it is appropriate to compare the same categories for the local jurisdiction and larger region.  
Therefore, these data provide information on ethnicity and median income for each of the MFH 
alternative sites compared to the local jurisdiction and San Diego County.   
 
For this EIS, the environmental justice affected environment is described in terms of minority and 
low-income population in the ROI.  Sites 8, 2 and 3 are located within census tract 94.00.  The ROI 
for Site 8 includes census tracts 94.00, 95.02, and 95.05.  The ROI for Sites 2 and 3 includes census 
tracts 94.00, 95.04, 170.22 and 170.44, 170.45, 170.46, and 170.47.  These census tracts, as well as 
the cities and/or communities they include, are listed in Table 3.2-4.  The data provided in this 
section for local jurisdictions and the region as a whole are from SANDAG Demographic and 
Economic Estimates Profiles which are derived from 1990 census data and supplemental with 
additional data from the 2000 census.  Data from individual census tracts are directly from the 2000 
census. 
 
 

Table 3.2-4.  Census Tract Numbers with the ROI 
 

MFA  
Alternative  

Site Census Tract No. Community/City 

8 
94.00 
95.02 
95.05 

MCAS Miramar 
Tierrasanta 
Tierrasanta/Mission Trails Regional Park 

2 

94.00 
95.04 
170.2 

170.44, 170.45, 170.46, 170.47 

MCAS Miramar 
Scripps Ranch 
Mira Mesa North 
Scripps Ranch 

3 

94.00 
95.04 

170.22 
170.44, 170.45, 170.46, 170.47 

MCAS Miramar 
Scripps Ranch 
Mira Mesa North 
Scripps Ranch 

 
 
Minority Population Trends 
 
Table 3.2-5 represents the ethnic composition for the census tracts within the ROI for Site 8.  As can 
be seen by this table, the majority of individuals in the surrounding areas are white (non-Hispanic).  
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In comparison to the County of San Diego, the census tracts within the ROI for Site 8 have a lower 
minority population than the county as a whole. 
 
 

Table 3.2-5.  Population and Ethnicity for Site 8 ROI 
 

Project Census Tracts 
Race/Ethnicity 94.00 95.02 95.05 

County of  
San Diego 

White 4,017 2,867 5,009 1,813,839 
Black 848 130 206 161,480 
Hispanic(1) 1,335 315 478 750,965 
Other  273 266 1,100 87,549 
Total 6,473 3,578 6,793 2,813,833 
Total Non-White 2,456 711 1,784 999,994 
Percent Non-White 37.9% 19.9% 26.3% 35.5% 
(1) The Hispanic category is an ethnic, rather than a racial distinction.  These tables therefore include only non-

Hispanic individuals in the black, white, and other categories to avoid over counting. 
Source:  2000 Census (Census tract information) 

 
 
Table 3.2-6 represents the ethnic composition for the census tracts within the ROI for Sites 2 and 3.  
As can be seen by this table, the majority of individuals in the surrounding areas are white 
(non-Hispanic).  In comparison to the County of San Diego, the census tracts within the ROI for 
Sites 2 and 3 have a lower minority population than the county as a whole. 
 
 

Table 3.2-6.  Population and Ethnicity for Sites 2 and 3 ROI 
 

Project Census Tracts Race/ 
Ethnicity 94.00 95.04 170.22 170.44 170.45 170.46 170.47 

County of 
San Diego 

White 4,017 3,411 4,205 3,756 2,028 2,563 3,429 1,813,839 
Black 848 93 118 132 67 21 48 161,480 
Hispanic(1) 1,335 243 353 342 161 184 259 750,965 
Other  273 224 163 963 582 387 676 87,549 
Total 6,473 3,971 4,839 5,193 2,838 3,155 4,105 2,813,833 
Total Non-White 2,456 560 634 1,437 810 592 676 999,994 
Percent Non-White 37.9% 14.1% 13.1% 27.7% 28.5% 18.8% 16.5% 35.5% 

(1) The Hispanic category is an ethnic, rather than a racial distinction.  These tables therefore include only non-
Hispanic individuals in the black, white, and other categories to avoid over counting. 

Source:  2000 Census (Census tract information) 
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The estimated median household income for the census tracts within the ROI is shown in Table 3.2-7 
and ranges from $38,796 (census tract 94.00) to $135,542 (census tract 95.04).  The county-wide 
estimated median household income is $47,067. 
 
 

Table 3.2-7.  Median Household Income of Alternative MFH Site Compared to County 
 

Alternative MFH Site Census Tract No. 
Median Household 
Income by Tract ($) 

Median Household 
Income by County ($) 

8 

94.00 
95.02 
95.05 

38,796 
58,869 
76,523 

47,067 
47,067 
47,067 

2 

94.00 
95.04 

170.22 
170.44 
170.45 
170.46 
170.47 

38,796 
135,542 
75,041 
88,842 

126,158 
105,806 
96,785 

47,067 
47,067 
47,067 
47,067 
47,067 
47,067 
47,067 

3 

94.00 
95.04 

170.22 

38,796 
135,542 
75,041 

47,067 
47,067 
47,067 

Source:  2000 Census (Census tract information) 
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3.3 UTILITIES 
 
Water 
 
MCAS Miramar obtains water through a contract with the City of San Diego. East Miramar and 
Sycamore Canyon have 40,000 linear feet of distribution system and five small storage tanks.  Sites 
8, 2 and 3 are not served by the existing distribution system on the Station.  In the vicinity of Site 8, 
a 12-inch (0.3-meter) water main is located in Santo Road.  A 16-inch (0.4-meter) water main is 
located in Pomerado Road adjacent to Sites 2 and 3, and a 12-inch (0.3-meter) water main is located 
in Birch Bluff Avenue directly north of Site 2. 
 
Sewer 
 
Sewer wastewater is collected on Station and discharged to the City of San Diego sewer system 
under contract, with service being based on quality of sewage and amount of water used. Sites 8, 2 
and 3 do not contain any on-site sewer facilities.  A 12-inch (0.3-meter) sewer line is located in 
Santo Road and would be extended to serve Site 8.  There are two sewer lines in the vicinity of Site 
2 including an 8-inch (0.2-meter) main at the southwest corner of Pomerado Road and Spring 
Canyon Road and an 8-inch (0.2-meter) sewer main on Birch Bluff Avenue.  The nearest sewer main 
to Site 3 is the 15-inch (0.4-meter) sewer main located in Pomerado Road, just east of Willow Creek 
Road. 
 
Natural Gas and Electricity 
 
Natural gas is provided to MCAS Miramar by San Diego Gas and Electric (SDG&E). There are 
existing gas and electric lines in Santo Road which would be extended to service Site 8.  Site 2 
contains two overhead 230 kilovolt (kV) and 138 kV transmission lines within a 200-foot (61.0-
meter) easement that cross the northeast corner of the site.  Overhead transmission lines run north-
south on the easterly and westerly portions of Site 2, and are connected with an overhead 69 kV 
transmission line within a 20-foot (6.0-meter) easement.  This line runs through the center of the 
Site 2.  Site 3 would be served by the existing gas and electric lines in Pomerado Road, just east of 
Willow Creek Road. 
 
Solid Waste 
 
The solid waste facility serving MCAS Miramar is Miramar Landfill, located north of SR 52.  The 
land is owned by the Department of the Navy (MCAS Miramar), and leased to City of San Diego 
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under an easement that expires in the year 2007. The City of San Diego Environmental Services 
Department manages the facility, which has approximately 11.9 million tons of total available space 
to accommodate solid waste until the year 2011. The predicted close date of the landfill is November 
2011 (Clay 2002). 
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3.4 PUBLIC SERVICES 
 
There are four categories of legislative jurisdiction in the United States including: (1) exclusive, 
(2) concurrent, (3) partial jurisdiction, or (4) proprietorial interest only.  East Miramar is currently 
under exclusive legislative jurisdiction.  Only Congress has the authority to legislate for areas held 
under exclusive legislative jurisdiction and the Federal Government has the responsibility for law 
enforcement and fire protection.  The state cannot enforce its laws and regulations in such areas 
except as reserved and there is no obligation on the part of the State or any local subdivision to 
provide governmental services such as police and fire protection.  However, there are existing 
mutual aid agreements in place that allow for backup support for fire and police protection in 
emergency situations. 
 
Fire Service 
 
The Federal Fire Department at MCAS Miramar is responsible for on-Station fire protection.  The 
MCAS Miramar Fire Department provides responses to a variety of emergency situations.  Included 
in this are structural and wildland fire protection, secondary support for airfield fire fighting, 
emergency medical care, and basic life support.  They also respond to gas leaks, hazardous materials 
situations, electrical hazards, and basically all emergency situations.  The on-Station facilities 
include two stations (Station 61 and 9). Station 61 (Figure 3.4-1) is located at the intersection of 
Mitsher Way and Miramar Way.  It houses a variety of Class A fire pumps and other fire fighting 
apparatus.  It is  a civilian-staffed station with one duty chief and two four-man engines.  The Station 
maintains a minimum of nine personnel at all times.  Station 9, the Aircraft Rescue Firefighting 
Station, is exclusively used to respond to aircraft fire situations and is not used for any other fire 
responses (Figure 3.4-1).  The East Miramar Fire Station is a temporary satellite station located on H 
Street in the Elliot warehouse.  It is continuously manned with one engine truck and one brush truck.  
MCAS Miramar is planning to build a new, larger East Miramar fire station in the 2006-2007 fiscal 
year.  This project is currently under evaluation.  Only in an emergency fire situation would local fire 
departments provide backup support to MCAS Miramar. 
 
Police Service 
 
Security at the Air Station is provided by the MCAS Provost Marshal located at the intersection of 
Miramar Way and Gonsalves Avenue (Figure 3.4-1).  The security force is comprised of 59 military 
police personnel.  Only in an emergency situation would the San Diego Police department provide 
backup support to MCAS Miramar. 
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Schools 
 
MCAS Miramar is located within the San Diego Unified School District (SDUSD).  Schools that 
would serve Site 8 have a stable existing residential population and are not anticipating a significant 
increase in enrollment due to residential development.  However, schools within the community of 
Scripps Ranch that would serve students for Sites 2 and 3 are anticipating significant increases in 
enrollment due to new residential development.   
 
The existing elementary schools in the surrounding communities of the proposed housing 
development for Site 8  include Vista Grande, Kumeyaay, and Tierrasanta (Figure 3.4-2).  
Elementary schools serving the surrounding communities for Sites 2 and 3 include Miramar Ranch, 
Jerabek, and Ellen Browning Scripps (EBS).  EBS Elementary School would operate at the Scripps 
Poway Parkway and Spring Canyon Road site until the permanent EBS Elementary School is 
opened. Marshall Middle School will be converted to the permanent EBS Elementary School during 
the summer of 2006.  
 
Existing middle schools serving the surrounding communities for Site 8 are Gaspar de Deportola and 
Farb.  The middle schools serving the surrounding communities for Sites 2 and 3 are Marshall and 
Wangenheim.  As discussed previously, Marshall Middle School is anticipated to convert to the 
permanent EBS Elementary School in2006.  A properly sized middle school at the Scripps Ranch 
Business Park is currently being planned. 
 
The existing high school serving the surrounding communities for Site 8 is Junipero Serra High 
School.  The high school serving the surrounding communities for Sites 2 and 3 is Scripps Ranch 
High School.  Scripps Ranch High School expansion project was completed in 2002.  Tables 3.4-1 
and 3.4-2 show the existing capacity and enrollment of schools that would serve the East Miramar 
area. 
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Table 3.4-1.  Existing 2002-2003 Capacity and Enrollment of Schools in the Site 8 Area 
 

School Total Capacity (1) Enrollment (1) Available Capacity 

Kumeyaay 540 493 47 
Vista Grande 610 599 11 
Tierrasanta 650 589 61 

Gaspar de Deportola  1,080 1,006 74 
Farb 1,070 984 86 

Junipero Serra 2,117 1,951 166 

 
 
 

Table 3.4-2.  Existing 2001 Capacity and Enrollment of Schools in the Sites 2 and 3 Areas 
 

School Total Capacity (1) Enrollment (1) Available Capacity 

Miramar Ranch 925 746 179 
Jerabek 1,060 921 139 

Marshall 1,118 1,090 28 
Wangenheim 1,657 1,381 276 
Scripps Ranch 2,576 2,082 494 

(1) Source:  SDUSD Facilities Planning Department 
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3.5 VISUAL RESOURCES 
 
Visual Character 
 
All of the MFH sites are located in a similar topographic setting characterized by rolling hills and 
deep canyons.  An abrupt change occurs where the flat mesa tops of West Miramar, generally 500 to 
540 feet (152 to 165 meters) AMSL, meet the rolling hills and canyons of East Miramar with 
elevation ranges from 600 feet to over 1,000 feet (183 to 305 meters) AMSL. This transition occurs 
between 1 and 1.5 miles (1.6 and 2.4 kilometers) east of the I-15 corridor, so that viewers on that 
freeway have clear views of this relatively flat mesa toward the eastern rolling hills in the distance.  
San Clemente Canyon trends generally east-west from the hills and canyons, opening into the wider 
mesa just south of the terminus of the Miramar Way/I-15 interchange.  Approaching the intersection 
of I-15 and SR 52, this generally 500-foot (152-meter) AMSL mesa is incised by smaller canyons at 
approximately 400 feet (122 meters) AMSL with minor peaks of 520 to 580 feet (158 to 177 meters) 
AMSL. 
 
Ridges are emphasized by the practice of grading firebreaks up and along the ridgelines.  The graded 
firebreaks are highly visible because the exposed light-tan soil contrasts with the darker brown and 
green tones of the typically shrubby, chaparral vegetation.  There is a riparian corridor in San 
Clemente Canyon with relatively tall trees.  Other smaller canyons do not have dense riparian 
vegetation.  Figure 3.5-1 illustrates typical views of these features at East Miramar. 
 
Sites 8, 2, and 3 are characterized by canyons and mesa tops with surrounding ridgetops.  Site 8 
straddles a north-south trending, relatively wide ridge (almost a mesa) with small finger canyons on 
all four sides.  The mesa elevations are generally 850 to 900 feet (259 to 274 meters) AMSL, with a 
peak of 916 feet (279 meters) AMSL, and the canyons slope down to 750 feet (229 meters) AMSL.  
This site has the most dense vegetation cover, consisting primarily of chaparral species, although the 
ridge top mesa has a very wide firebreak with a fair level of disturbance. The deep canyons to the 
north abruptly change to a thick and undisturbed vegetation cover. The perception of adjacent deep 
canyons, however, is very limited when looking from the mesa top area of the site. This is due to the 
thick vegetative edge and the sloping topography. 
 
Site 2 is located along a ridgetop road that gradually rises up from Pomerado Road.  This spine road 
ascends from 900 to 1,000 feet (275 to 305 meters) AMSL.  The Site 2 footprint contains three



Figure 3.5-1
Typical Views of MCAS Miramar

Typical view of chaparral, fire breaks, and buildings from eastern terminus of Miramar Way.

FORTUNA MOUNTAIN
(NOT ON AIR STATION)

Looking south at San Clemente Canyon from Rue Chantemar in Scripps Ranch.
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development areas in which the proposed MFH would be located.  Of the three development areas, 
two would be located north of this spine road and the largest development area would straddle it.  
Both north and south of this spine road are small mesas up to 900 feet (274 meters) AMSL, incised 
by canyons which descend to 800 feet (244 meters) AMSL.  Site 2 contains less dense vegetation 
cover, perhaps resulting from previous fires and the exposure of the site.  North-facing slopes tend to 
have more dense vegetation cover; generally southern exposure is drier.  Existing disturbance of Site 
2 is limited to the paved roadway and dirt firebreaks running down the ridges of the area.  
 
Site 3 contains three north-south trending mesa tops with canyons in between each ridge feature.  
The mesa tops have elevations from 850 feet (259 meters) to just over 900 feet (274 meters) AMSL, 
and the canyons descend to just under 700 feet (213 meters) AMSL.  The site boundaries lie at the 
top of the outer ridges and the site development would be contained in the “bowl” in between.  Site 3 
consists of open grasslands and successional stages of scrub.  Of the three MFH sites at MCAS 
Miramar, this site contains the least dense cover of vegetation. 
 
None of the sites are considered to have unique landforms or visual settings, though all three would 
be considered to have intact visual environments. The sites are surrounded by very large expanses of 
similar landforms with similar vegetative cover. Site 2 tends to feel more natural because it is 
adjacent to areas that are currently developed as part of Scripps Ranch. Site 3 is isolated between the 
ridge top edges and more inward-looking, allowing adjacent landforms and canyons to dominate the 
area.  Site 8 is adjacent to unique landforms, primarily Fortuna Mountain, south of SR 52.  Landform 
character is emphasized by the SR 52 roadway cuts that have exposed a large amount of rock 
outcrops along the south edge of Site 8. All three sites are natural in their appearance, and landforms 
are also natural in appearance, with low levels of disturbance.  
 
Visibility from Land Uses Surrounding the East Miramar Sites 
 
As described in Section 3.1, the areas to the north and south of East Miramar are developed suburban 
neighborhoods.  Scripps Ranch is to the north and Tierrasanta is to the south, on the other side of 
SR 52.  To the west is I-15 and West Miramar, which contains the air field and associated support 
facilities at MCAS Miramar.  To the east is training land associated with the Air Station, and then 
eventually Mission Trails Regional Park and the City of Santee. 
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Visibility From Areas Surrounding Site 8 
 
This potential housing site is surrounded in the foreground viewing distance (0.5 mile [805 
kilometers] or less) by undeveloped land with a limited number of viewers both on the Air Station 
and off base.  There are ridgetop and mesa locations on the Air Station to the north and west where 
the proposed site would be visible, but viewers would be military personnel engaged in their normal 
work activities, and these viewers are not considered sensitive.  In Mission Trails Regional Park to 
the south, views would be available from the peaks of Fortuna Mountain. This feature has three 
peaks in a generally north-south trending ridge top, with the closest peak of 1,243 feet (379 meters) 
AMSL just inside the foreground viewing distance.  The highest peak at 1,291 feet (393 meters) 
AMSL is within the middle ground viewing distance (between 0.5 and 3 miles [8 and 4.8 
kilometers]).  Hikers at the peak of Fortuna Mountain would have views of the site, although Fortuna 
Mountain acts as an intervening feature limiting views of Site 8 from most other areas in Mission 
Trails Regional Park.  While the visitors center at Mission Trails Regional Park receives an 
estimated 65,000 people per year, the Fortuna mountain area is not as heavily accessible, and visitors 
are estimated at several hundred per month (Walker 2000).  
 
SR 52, which is almost adjacent to the southern boundary of the housing site location, is also within 
the foreground viewing distance.  There are large slope cuts on the sides of SR 52, and these features 
act to block views of most of the site from drivers on SR 52; however, there are a few views of the 
southern and eastern edges of the site.  The access road extending north and east from Santo Road 
would be visible to drivers in the foreground viewing distance. 
 
The community of Tierrasanta is within the middle ground viewing distance of the site and access 
road; however, clear views of Site 8 are limited by intervening topography, SR 52, and mature 
vegetation.  Generally, the residential development furthest east and north (e.g. northeast of Via 
Valarta) is most likely to have views, but only those homes at the edges of the canyons because 
views from other homes would be blocked by houses and landscaping.  Areas at lower elevations 
(e.g. along Portobelo Drive or Antigua) do not have views of the site. There are individual 
developments (e.g. Montanosa condominiums off Via Valarta) that are located at an elevation that 
provides clear views of the Air Station across to SR 52 toward  I-15.  This development would have 
clear views of the access road, but intervening topography blocks views of the site.  Neighborhoods 
west of Santo Road tend to be lower in elevation with open views generally west toward the I-15/SR 
52 interchange, not of Site 8.  The commercial center at the intersection of Santo Road and SR 52 is 
at an elevation to allow views of the access road, but the interior focus on the businesses means that 
views are not likely.  Viewers on I-15 are able to see the area proposed for the access road because it 
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is closer and there is little intervening topography.  Views of Site 8 itself would be limited to the 
western edge for these drivers because of topography. 
 
Visibility From Areas Surrounding Site 2 
 
The foreground viewing distance for Site 2 encompasses areas to the south and east in the Air 
Station which may be utilized by military personnel for training and other activities.  To the north is 
undeveloped land sloping down to Beeler Canyon.  Views of the site from homes and ranches in 
Beeler Canyon are not possible because of intervening topography.  There would be visibility from 
the developing industrial complexes on the mesa tops north of Beeler Canyon.  To the west, 
northwest, and southwest are the residential neighborhoods of Scripps Ranch. These residential areas 
extend from the foreground viewing distance around the intersection of Pomerado Road and Spring 
Canyon as well as the eastern extent of Birch Bluff Avenue, into the middle ground viewing 
distance.   
 
Views of the site are highly dependent upon the location in Scripps Ranch.  Residents on the eastern 
edge of Birch Bluff Road have clear views east toward the Air Station from their rear yards, but 
residents across the street do not.  Even from the rear yards of these residents, only portions of the 
site are visible and this is limited to the eastern edge of the development area south of the spine road.  
Another example of this pattern is from the neighborhood northwest of the intersection of Pomerado 
Road and Spring Canyon.  At the higher elevations with minimal intervening buildings 
(condominiums accessed by Caminito Alto), there are views of the site, particularly the entrance to 
the largest development parcel.  However, elsewhere on Cypress Woods Drive and at Cypress 
Canyon Park, topography and intervening structures plus landscaping limit views to the immediate 
neighborhood.   
 
This same pattern holds true for drivers.  On Pomerado Road, near the proposed entrance to Site 2, 
there are views of the site.  Further west, views of the site from the road are non-existent because of 
intervening topography, development, and landscaping.  Mature landscaping and tall eucalyptus 
trees are common in the older parts of Scripps Ranch, and substantially reduce long-distance views. 
 
Visibility From Areas Surrounding Site 3 
 
Viewers in the foreground viewing distance for Site 3 and the access road consist of Air Station 
personnel to the east, south, and west who are not considered sensitive.  There are residential viewers 
to the north, including from single-family homes in Scripps Ranch as well as dorm residents at the 
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United States International University.  However, views of the site and access road are severely 
limited by topography and the mature eucalyptus trees that characterize this portion of Scripps 
Ranch.   
 
The majority of single-family homes in the foreground viewing distance do not have views of the 
site or access road because topography and trees blocks views of the Air Station altogether. This is 
particularly true along streets such as Caminito Suelto and Caminito Joven, which terminate at 
hillsides near the boundary of the Air Station (Figure 3.5-2).  Other homes on the ridgetops are 
oriented northward, away from the Air Station.  Rue Biarritz contains residents at the highest 
elevations of this neighborhood and closest to the proposed housing site.  Even at this location, a 
hillside behind the homes blocks all views of the housing site for those residents on the northwest 
end of the street.  The residents at the southeast end, approximately four to six homes, would have 
views of the ridgeline that serves the eastern boundary of the housing site. They can clearly see the 
firebreak at the top of the ridgeline.  The most southern roadway of this neighborhood is Rue 
Chantemar, which is lower in elevation. While residents here have clear views of the Air Station, the 
area that they can view is east of the proposed housing site.  Figure 3.5-2 also illustrates a typical 
relationship between the houses of Scripps Ranch adjacent to the boundary of MCAS Miramar and 
cleared brush for a fire break where the two join. 
 
All of the student dormitories at United States International University are located behind 
topographic features that eliminate views of both the housing site and access roads.  There are 
parking lots at the southern boundary of the campus with clear views along the SDCWA Second 
Aqueduct toward the open mesa that would be crossed by the access road, but the housing site itself 
is not visible.  The proposed access road would traverse this relatively flat mesa from the Miramar 
Way/I-15 intersection for approximately 1 mile (1.6 kilometers), and much of its length would be 
visible to drivers along I-15 in both the foreground and middle ground viewing distance. 
 
In the middle ground viewing distance, views would be available of the access road along I-15 from 
below the I-15/SR 163 merge north, almost to the Carroll Canyon interchange.  Drivers along SR 52 
would be at the edge of the middle ground viewing distance with very limited views of the proposed 
access road.  There would be background views (greater than three miles [4.8 kilometers]) of the Site 
3 access road from Fortuna Mountain.  Background views from Tierrasanta are extremely minimal 
and limited to those few developments at high enough elevations to view across SR 52, and with 
orientations to the northwest.  There may be some background views of the access road feature from 
the Montanosa condominium complex and residential neighborhoods east of Via Valarta that are 
oriented west with no intervening features. 
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Figure 3.5-2
Interface Between Scripps Ranch

Homes and MCAS Miramar

Looking south at Camino Street Hills in rear of house block views to the Air Station.

Looking east at home at terminus of Rue Vincennes Base boundary clearly visible.
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Plans and Policies 
 
The 1998 Base Exterior Architecture Plan (BEAP) for MCAS Miramar (1998) represents the official 
direction on facility and site development within the Air Station.  The initial purpose of the BEAP 
was to provide guidelines for the mission change from Naval Air Station Miramar to MCAS 
Miramar.  Both new construction and renovations were required to accommodate relocated El Toro 
and Tustin aircraft, personnel, and equipment.  Many have been implemented.  The second purpose 
was to provide design direction for future projects.  It replaces the 1983 BEAP prepared for NAS 
Miramar.  
 
The BEAP acknowledges that the Air Station contains considerable natural assets to be preserved 
and enhanced, and mentions Rose and San Clemente canyons, as they provide buffers between the 
industrial areas of the Air Station and the retail/commercial areas north of Miramar Road.  However, 
the focus of this BEAP is West Miramar.  It identifies five distinctive districts within West Miramar 
but none in East Miramar.   
 
The policies in the BEAP are related to the Family Housing District in West Miramar and include 
architectural guidelines, landscaping and brush management.  The architectural guidelines for this 
Family Housing District as follows: 
 
1. Gable and hip roofs (no flat roofs) with clay tile, slate or other rock-based tile roofing 

materials. 

2. Townhouse unit structure with multiple rooflines and elevation combinations that help to 
humanize the scale of multiple-story units. 

3. Multiple building units to provide variety in form, materials, colors, and detailing between 
each unit. 

4. Integral color stucco using darker colors for the lower floors and lighter variations of these 
colors for the upper floors with variations between dwelling units of the same building. 

5. Stepped forms and rooflines towards the ends of the units. 

6. Overhangs to shade windows and entrances. 

7. Change in building materials, color and form to accentuate the windows and doors. 

8. Entrances to townhouse units defined by extensions of the architectural elements through 
wing walls, overheads, overhangs or arched entry portals. 
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The BEAP also encourages landscape treatments in family housing areas to include street trees and 
yard trees to soften the effects of housing density and use of large shrubs or trees to soften walls.  
Brush management involves vegetation management and irrigation treatment within 100 feet (30.5 
meters) of urbanized areas where they are adjacent to native plant areas. 
 
As described in the land use section (subsection 3.1.1), the INRMP for MCAS Miramar provides 
technical guidance for integration of natural resource issues and concerns into facilities and 
operational planning.  The only applicable objectives and planned actions for visual resources relates 
to ground maintenance and landscaping.  Specifically, Objective I in Section 7.2.5 of the INRMP 
reads: 
 

Ensure that grounds maintenance and landscaping operations are consistent with 
natural resource goals and objectives. 

 
Toward that end, all landscaping plans for the Air Station are to be consistent with the Presidential 
Memorandum (26 April 1994) regarding the use of native and adapted plant materials, and plants 
with the potential to escape landscaped areas are to be deleted from the Air Station landscaping plant 
list.  
 
To the south of East Miramar is Mission Trails Regional Park.  The 1985 Master Development Plan 
for the Park identifies a trail network along the north-south spine of Fortuna Mountain, with viewing 
points at the two primary peaks.  MCAS Miramar is outside the planning boundaries of the park and 
there are no pertinent visual policies or guidelines relating to development at the Air Station.   
 
SR 52 is eligible to be designated as a scenic highway by the state.  A Scenic Corridor is defined by 
Caltrans as “a band of visible land along and generally adjacent to but outside of the highway right-
of-way having scenic, historical or aesthetic characteristic.”  It is often described as “the-view-from-
the-road.”  A scenic highway is made up of the scenic corridor, the road itself, and the right-of-way.  
All of SR 52 from I-5 to Santee is eligible to be designated as a scenic highway (Askew 2001).  
Although not formally designated, its eligible status warrants consistency with goals of the status to 
the extent possible.  Goals for scenic highways include the following: 
 
1. Preserve and enhance the unique visual, biological and ecological resources of the Scenic 

Corridor. 
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2. Prevent and eliminate (when reasonably possible) conditions that detract from or 
compromise the quality of the aesthetic resources of the Scenic Highway Corridor. 

3. Encourage the development and maintenance of park and recreational facilities that 
contribute to the aesthetic quality of the Scenic Highway. 

4. Encourage preservation of historical landmarks adjacent to the Scenic Highway. 

5. Encourage community civic groups, to create programs that increase community interest in 
the visual assets of the Scenic Highway Corridor and facilitate the implementation of such 
programs. 
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3.6 CULTURAL RESOURCES 
 
Regulatory Background 
 
Cultural resources are prehistoric and historic period sites, structures, districts, or other places with 
evidence of human activity that are considered significant to a community, culture, or ethnic group.  
Significant cultural resources are referred to as historic properties under Federal law and meet one or 
more criteria for eligibility for nomination to the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). 
 
Cultural Background 
 
Previous human activity in the project area can be divided into several periods, reflecting changes in 
economic and settlement focus through time.  Prehistorically the region has been described in terms 
of the Paleoindian, Archaic, and Late Prehistoric periods.  Historic time periods include the Spanish, 
the Mexican, and the American periods. 
 
Prehistory 
 
Evidence of human occupation prior to 12,000 years ago has been an issue of controversy.  Recent  
investigations have led to new claims for early occupation of the New World.  As yet, no sites 
approaching this age have been found in southern California, although recent work on the Channel 
Islands have offered suggestions that the potential for such sites may remain. 
 
The oldest sites in San Diego County are attributed to what is termed the San Dieguito complex.  
Defined largely on the basis of excavations at the C.W. Harris site located in northern San Diego 
County, the San Dieguito complex is usually given an initial date of somewhere around 9,000 before 
present (B.P.).  Large stemmed projectile points as well as scraping and chopping tools are relatively 
abundant, while seed grinding technology is less common (Moratto 1984). 
 
Local cultural manifestations of the Archaic period are most frequently referred to as the La Jolla 
complex.  Along with an economic focus on gathering plant resources inland and marine resources 
along the coast, the settlement system of the Archaic appears to be trending toward a more 
diversified economic system.  
 
During the Late Prehistoric period there is an increase in cultural complexity, an intensification of 
economic strategies, major technological advances and a notable increase in population.  Some of 
the new material cultural patterns which reflect the social changes in the Late Prehistoric period 
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include a change from burial to cremation in the disposal of the dead, the use of the bow and arrow, 
the import of ceramic technology into the region, and an intensification of economic focus on acorns.  
 
History 
 
In California, the Spanish period (1769-1821) begins with the Portola Expedition of 1769 and the 
founding of the Mission in San Diego.  This was a time of exploration and settlement based on both 
military force and religious missionization.  The introduction of the mission system, along with 
horses and cattle, brought hunger and hardship for Native people who depended on native foods. 
 
The Mexican period retained many of the Spanish institutions.  The secularization of the missions  in 
1834 stimulated increased Mexican settlement.  Cattle ranching dominated the agricultural activities.  
The Mexican period ended when Mexico ceded California to the United States after the Mexican-
American War (1846-1848). 
 
The discovery of gold in California in 1849 dramatically changed the character of California.  The 
great influx of American and Europeans quickly overwhelmed many of the Spanish and Mexican 
cultural traditions.  A few small ranches and farms were founded in San Diego rural areas, but most 
communities of San Diego County were established during and after the land booms of the 1880s. 
 
MFH Sites 
 
In 1917, the project area in the vicinity of Sites 8, 2, and 3 was incorporated into an 8,000-acre 
(3,237 hectares) U.S. Army training area.  Originally referred to as Camp Kearny, by the time the 
base closed in 1920, it included almost 13,000 acres (5261 hectares).  Prior to World War II, the 
camp was reactivated and became the Miramar Naval Air Station and the Marine Corps Training 
Center Camp Elliott.  More recently, with realignments the facility has become the Marine Corps Air 
Station Miramar. 
 
The records search identified two archaeological sites, CA-SDI-4634 and CA-SDI-5654, in Site 8.  
A recent pedestrian survey of the project area located two additional sites, CA-SDI-15,729 and 
CA-SDI-15,730 (Eighmey et al. 2000).  Site CA-SDI-4634 was first recorded in 1975 as a 
prehistoric and historic resource measuring 0.5 mile (0.8 kilometer) by 0.25 mile (0.4 kilometer).  
The two prehistoric elements (a scraper and a ceramic sherd) were collected at that time.  The 
historic component was reported as a military camp, trash dump and a series of rock circles and fire 
rings.  The site record was later updated in 1978, with the addition of a cobble concentration 
believed to be a historic deflated gun pit.  The site record for CA-SDI-5654, dated 1978, indicates 
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that site was a 20 foot by 20 foot (6 meters by 6 meters) area scatter of marine shell.  The area was 
revisited in 1995 and the updated site record noted that road construction and grading operations 
appeared to have destroyed the site (Bischoff et al. 1995).  As shown in Table 3.6-1, the two newly 
identified sites are both prehistoric lithic scatters.  Site CA-SDI-15,729 is a small lithic assay station 
covering a 20 feet by 7 feet (6 meters by 2 meters) area.  The other low density lithic scatter, CA-
SDI-15,730, encompasses a 115 ft. by 54 ft. (35 m by 5 m) area. 
 
 

Table 3.6-1.  Cultural Resources at Proposed East Miramar Sites 
 

Trinomial 
Other 

Designation Description Facilities 
NRHP 
Status 

Site 8 
CA-SDI-15,729  Lithic scatter  PE 
CA-SDI-15,730  Lithic scatter  PE 
Site 2 
CA-SDI-8868  Temporary camp Avoid PE 

CA-SDI-15,095  
Historic debris and military 
features Housing PE 

Site 3 
CA-SDI-15,731  Lithic scatter  E 
PE = Potentially Eligible 

 
 
Efforts to relocate CA-SDI-4634 during the recent survey proved unsuccessful.  Although the site 
was not relocated, a thorough inspection of the proposed corridor alignment confirmed that no 
cultural resources would be affected.  A visit to the mapped location of CA-SDI-5654 found the area 
disturbed and no evidence of cultural material was noted.  This supports the finding reported in 1995 
(Bischoff et al. 1995). 
 
These sites appear to meet the criteria for the California Archaeological Resource Identification and 
Data Acquisition Program: Sparse Lithic Scatters.  Application of the sparse lithic scatter program to 
qualifying archaeological sites is considered adequate to evaluate such resources.  Once a resource 
has been identified and addressed under the program, the resource is ineligible for inclusion on the 
NRHP. 
 
Site 2 has been subject to a records search and pedestrian archaeological survey (Eighmey et al. 
2000; Schroth and Gallegos 1998).  These investigations identified nine archaeological sites of 
which six flake scatters (CA-SDI-12,602, CA-SDI-12,603, CA-SDI-12,604, CA-SDI-13,823, CA-
SDI-13,825, and CA-SDI-13,826) and a flake scatter with military debris (CA-SDI-13,821/H) were  



3.6 Cultural Resources  
 
 

  
Page 3.6-4 MFH Project EIS 
 8K050/CHAPTER 03.06   6/20/03 

recorded in 1994.  These sites were subsequently tested and recommended not eligible for the NRHP 
(Schroth and Gallegos 1998).  As shown in Table 3.6-1, Site CA-SDI-15,095 was originally 
identified as a deposit of historic refuse reported in 1995 (Bischoff et al. 1995).  The site contains 
cans, glass, stoneware, nails, and metal debris.  A recent update added eight pit features/foxholes 
(Eighmey et al. 2000).  The site has not been evaluated.  A previously recorded artifact scatter, CA-
SDI-8868, was identified by Schroth and Gallegos (1998).  This site has not been since it would be 
avoided through project design. 
 
As shown in Table 3.6-1, one cultural resource site, CA-SDI-15,731, was identified within Site 3 
(Eighmey et al. 2000).  The archaeological site is a sparse lithic scatter encompassing a 39 feet by 
105 feet (12 meters by 32 meters) area. 
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3.7 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
 
Methodology 
 
Survey work for the Proposed Action included the conducting of focused rare plant surveys; surveys 
to map vegetation communities; focused surveys for the Federal endangered San Diego fairy shrimp 
(Branchinecta sandiegonensis), the Federal endangered Riverside fairy shrimp (Streptocephalus 
woottoni), and the Federal endangered Quino checkerspot butterfly (Euphydryas editha quino); 
habitat assessments to determine the presence of suitable habitat for the Federal endangered arroyo 
southwestern toad (Bufo californicus), the Federal endangered southwestern willow flycatcher 
(Empidonax traillii extimus), the Federal endangered least Bell’s vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus); the 
Federal threatened bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus), and the state endangered American 
peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus anatum).  Focused surveys for the Hermes copper (Lycaena 
hermes) and an inventory for birds covered under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act were also 
conducted.  Any additional wildlife species observed during these aforementioned surveys were also 
recorded. 
 
There are several long-term biological studies being conducted on MCAS Miramar for various 
biological resources including the Federal threatened coastal California gnatcatcher (Polioptila 
californica californica), several rare plants, lepidoptera, herpetological and faunal studies.  Data 
from these studies have been incorporated into Geographic Information System (GIS) Coverages and 
the Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan for Marine Corps Air Station Miramar 
(INRMP) (MCAS Miramar 2000a).  GIS Coverages for biological resources, in particular coastal 
California gnatcatcher survey data from 1994 through 2001, data for the willowy monardella 
(Monardella linoides ssp. viminea), Del Mar manzanita (Arctostaphylos glandulosa ssp. crassifolia), 
general vegetation (O’Leary 2000), and vernal pools; as well as data contained within the INRMP, 
were reviewed and information relevant to the MFH Project is included within this report.  The Final 
Report, Habitat Use and Relative Density of Reptile and Amphibian Populations at Marine Corps 
Air Station Miramar San Diego, California (MCAS Miramar 2000b) was reviewed for recent 
herpetological data.  
 
Specific details regarding these surveys is provided in the Biological Resources Technical Report for 
the Military Family Housing Project on Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) Miramar attached as 
Appendix B. 
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Vegetation/Habitat Types 
 
Vegetation and habitat type descriptions follow O’Leary et al. (1994) and Holland (1986). 
 
Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub 
 
Coastal sage scrub is one of the major shrub dominated (scrub) communities within California.  This 
community occurs on xeric sites with shallow soils.  Sage scrub species are typically drought 
deciduous plants with shallow root systems.  Diegan coastal sage scrub may be dominated by a 
variety of different species depending upon site specific topographic, geographic and soil conditions.  
On MCAS Miramar, areas with greater than 50 percent cover of low, soft-woody subshrubs, i.e., 
California sagebrush (Artemisia californica), flat-top buckwheat (Eriogonum fasciculatum), black 
sage (Salvia mellifera), white sage (Salvia apiana), monkeyflower (Mimulus aurantiacus) and saw-
toothed goldenbush (Hazardia squarrosa), along with laurel sumac (Malosma laurina) and 
lemonadeberry (Rhus integrifolia), are classified as Diegan coastal sage scrub (O’Leary et al. 1994).  
This community lacks significant cover of bare ground and/or non-native herbs.  
 
Diegan coastal sage scrub is the second most common vegetation type on Site 3 (42.44 acres [17.18 
hectares]); and the third most common type on Site 2 (47.23 acres [19.11 hectares]) and Site 8 (19.24 
acres [7.79 hectares] with the Santo Road access road; 26.66 acres [10.79 hectares] with the SR 52 
Interchange) (Figures 3.7-1, 3.7-2, 3.7-3; Table 3.7-1). 
 
In addition another 5.0 acres (2.02 hectares) of this community occurs within the Safety Buffer Zone 
on Site 3; 6.50 acres (2.63 hectares) within the Safety Buffer Zone on Site 2; 50.25 acres (20.34 
hectares) within the Safety Buffer Zone on Site 8, both with the Santo Road access road and the 
SR 52 Interchange (Figures 3.7-1, 3.7-2, 3.7-3; Table 3.7-2). 
 
Disturbed Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub 
 
Disturbed Diegan coastal sage scrub is typified by areas of 20 percent to 50 percent cover of 
California sagebrush, flat-top buckwheat, black sage, white sage, monkeyflower and saw-toothed 
goldenbush along with laurel sumac and lemonadeberry (O’Leary et al. 1994).  Indication of 
disturbance is in the form of a high cover of bare ground and/or non-native herbs such as wild oats 
(Avena barbata), filaree (Erodium spp.), foxtail chess (Bromus madritensis ssp. rubens) or the native 
shrub, felt-leaved yerba santa (Eriodictyon crassifolium).  Disturbed Diegan coastal sage scrub 
occurs on Site 8, both with the Santo Road access road (10.86 acres [4.39 hectares]) and the SR 52 
Interchange (11.27 acres [4.56 hectares] (Figure 3.7-1; Table 3.7-1). 
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Table 3.7-1.  Vegetation Communities, Vernal Pools, and Acreages  
(Hectares) on the MFH Project Sites on MCAS Miramar 

 

Vegetation Community 
Site 8 

(Santo Road) 
Site 8 (SR 52 
Interchange) Site 2 Site 3 

Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub 
Diegan coastal sage scrub 19.24 (7.79) 26.66 (10.79) 47.23 (19.11) 42.44 (17.18) 
Disturbed Diegan coastal sage scrub 10.86 (4.39) 11.27 (4.56) 0 0 
   Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub Totals 30.10 (12.18) 37.93 (15.35) 47.23 (19.11) 42.44 (17.18) 
Chaparral 
Southern mixed chaparral 34.48 (13.95) 35.94 (14.54) 42.44 (17.18) 0.05 (0.02) 
Disturbed southern mixed chaparral 2.02 (0.82) 2.02 (0.82) 0 0 
Chamise chaparral 181.20 (73.33) 181.60 (73.49) 130.18 (52.68) 161.30 (65.27) 
Disturbed chamise chaparral 9.02 (3.65) 9.85 (3.99) 5.36 (2.17) 0.62 (0.25) 
Scrub oak chaparral 6.5 (2.63) 6.5 (2.63) 1.36 (0.55) 6.90 (2.79) 
Ceanothus chaparral 0 2.18 (0.88) 7.88 (3.19) 3.87 (1.57) 
        Chaparral Totals 233.22 (94.38) 238.09 (96.35) 217.16 (87.88) 172.85 (69.95) 
Grasslands 
Native grassland 5.80 (2.35) 5.80 (2.35) 0.52 (0.21) 2.48 (1.00) 
Disturbed native grassland 2.26 (0.91) 2.26 (0.91) 0 0 
Native Grassland Totals 8.06 (3.26) 8.06 (3.26) 0.52 (0.21) 2.48 (1.00) 
Non-native grassland 15.61 (6.32) 15.66 (6.34) 0.01 (0.004) 1.17 (0.47) 
        Grassland Totals 23.67 (9.58) 23.72 (9.60) 0.53 (0.21) 3.65 (1.48) 
Wetland 
Freshwater seep 0.30 (0.12) 0.30 (0.12) 0.06 (0.02) 0.55 (0.22) 
Vernal pools 0.01 (< 0.01) 0.01 (<0.01)  0.11 (0.05) 
        Wetland Totals 0.31 (0.12) 0.31 (0.12) 0.06 (0.02) 0.66 (0.27) 
Other 
Non-native woodland 0 0 0 0.02 (0.01) 
Disturbed habitat 2.08 (0.84) 2.08 (0.84) 6.36 (2.57) 6.37 (2.58) 
Developed 12.76 (5.16) 24.06 (9.74) 11.46 (4.64) 6.32 (2.56) 
        Site Totals 302.72 (122.51) 326.19 (132.00) 282.80 (114.45) 232.20 (93.97) 
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Table 3.7-2.  Vegetation Communities, Vernal Pools,  
and Acreages (Hectares) Within the Safety Buffer Zones  

on the MFH Project Sites on MCAS Miramar 
 

Vegetation Community 
Site 8 

(Santo Road) 
Site 8 (SR 52 
Interchange) Site 2 Site 3 

Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub 
Diegan coastal sage scrub 50.25 (20.34) 50.25 (20.34) 6.50 (2.63) 5.0 (2.02) 
Disturbed Diegan coastal sage scrub 41.23 (16.69) 41.23 (16.69) 1.86 (0.75) 1.92(0.78) 
   Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub Totals 91.48 (37.02) 91.48 (37.02) 8.36 (3.38) 6.92 (2.80) 
Chaparral 
Southern mixed chaparral 54.76 (22.16) 54.76 (22.16) 6.71 (2.72) 16.54 (6.69) 
Disturbed southern mixed chaparral 17.10 (6.92) 17.10 (6.92) 0 0 
Chamise chaparral 91.32 (36.95) 91.32 (36.95) 15.55 (6.29) 58.68 (23.75) 
Disturbed chamise chaparral 51.59 (20.88) 51.59 (20.88) 0 1.23 (0.50) 
Scrub oak chaparral 54.88 (22.21) 54.88 (22.21) 0.16 (0.06) 0 
Ceanothus chaparral 0 0 3.20 (1.30) 0 
        Chaparral Totals 269.65 (109.13) 269.65 (109.13) 25.62 (10.37) 76.45 (30.94) 
Grasslands 
Native grassland 9.71 (3.93) 9.71 (3.93) 0 4.94 (2.00) 
Disturbed native grassland 4.46 (1.81) 4.46 (1.81) 0 0 
Native Grassland Totals 14.17 (5.73) 14.17 (5.73) 0 4.94 (2.00) 
Non-native grassland 40.63 (16.44) 40.63 (16.44) 0.47 (0.19) 0.51 (0.21) 
        Grasslands Totals 54.80 (22.18) 54.80 (22.18) 0.47 (0.19) 5.45 (2.21) 
Riparian Forest 
Southern coast live oak riparian forest 4.98 (2.02) 4.98 (2.02) 0 0 
        Riparian Forest Totals 4.98 (2.02) 4.98 (2.02) 0 0 
Wetland 
Freshwater seep 0.78 (0.32) 0.78 (0.32) 0 0.3 (0.12) 
Mulefat scrub 0.69 (0.28) 0.69 (0.28) 0 0 
Vernal marsh 0.16 (0.06) 0.16 (0.06) 0 0 
Vernal pools 0 0 0 0.01 (<0.01) 
Road Ruts 0 0 0 0.12 (0.05) 
        Wetland Totals 1.63 (0.66) 1.63 (0.66) 0 0.43 (0.17) 
Other 
Non-native woodland 0 0 0 5.14 (2.08) 
Disturbed habitat 14.68 (5.94) 14.68 (5.94) 0.1 (0.04) 0 
Developed 16.24 (6.57) 16.24 (6.57) 1.34 (0.54) 3.67 (1.48) 
        Safety Buffer Zones Totals 453.46 (183.52) 453.46 (183.52) 35.89 (14.52) 98.06 (39.68) 
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In addition another 1.92 acres (0.78 hectare) of this community occurs within the Safety Buffer Zone 
on Site 3; 1.86 acres (0.75 hectares) within the Safety Buffer Zone on Site 2; 41.23 acres (16.69 
hectares) within the Safety Buffer Zone on Site 8, both with the Santo Road access road and the SR 
52 Interchange (Figures 3.7-1, 3.7-2, 3.7-3; Table 3.7-2). 
 
Southern Mixed Chaparral 
 
On MCAS Miramar, areas classified as southern mixed chaparral have greater than 70 percent 
ground cover attributable to evergreen sclerophyllous shrubs and drought-deciduous malacophyllous 
subshrubs (with the evergreen sclerophyllous shrubs constituting greater than 60 percent of the 
relative cover) and no single species contributing greater than 50 percent of the cover (O’Leary et al. 
1994).  On the three sites, southern mixed chaparral typically occurs on north-facing slopes and 
along ephemeral drainages where microenvironmental conditions are more mesic. 
 
Lemonadeberry, scrub oak (Quercus berberidifolia), Ramona lilac (Ceanothus tomentosus ssp. 
olivaceus), chamise (Adenostoma fasciculatum), mission manzanita (Xylococcus bicolor) 
monkeyflower, spiny redberry (Rhamnus crocea), toyon (Heteromeles arbutifolia) and mountain-
mahogany (Cercocarpus minutiflorus) are the most common shrub species within this community on 
the sites.  Because of the high cover of this community, the herbaceous understory is relatively 
limited to either shade-tolerant species or to small openings between shrubs.  Wild onion (Allium 
sp.), miner’s lettuce (Claytonia perfoliata), Johnny jump-up (Viola pedunculata), common eucrypta 
(Eucrypta chrysanthemifolia) and fiesta flower (Pholistoma spp.) are the most common understory 
herbs in this community. 
 
Southern mixed chaparral was the second most common vegetation type on Sites 2 (72.38 acres 
[29.29 hectares]) and 8 (34.48 acres [13.95 hectares] with the Santo Road access road; and 35.94 
acres [14.54 hectares] with the SR 52 Interchange).  Only a very small amount, (0.05 acre [0.02 
hectare]), occurred on Site 3 (Figures 3.7-1, 3.7-2, 3.7-3; Table 3.7-1). 
 
In addition another 16.54 acres (6.69 hectares) of this community occurs within the Safety Buffer 
Zone on Site 3; 6.71 acres (2.72 hectares) within the Safety Buffer Zone on Site 2; 54.76 acres 
(22.16 hectares) within the Safety Buffer Zone on Site 8, both with the Santo Road access road and 
the SR 52 Interchange (Figures 3.7-1, 3.7-2, 3.7-3; Table 3.7-2). 
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Disturbed Southern Mixed Chaparral 
 
Some areas of southern mixed chaparral have been recently burned and have been classified as 
disturbed southern mixed chaparral.  On MCAS Miramar, disturbed southern mixed chaparral is 
characterized by 50 percent to 70 percent cover attributable to evergreen sclerophyllous shrubs and 
drought-deciduous malacophyllous subshrubs (with the evergreen sclerophyllous shrubs constituting 
greater than 60 percent of the relative cover) and no single species contributing greater than 50 
percent of the cover.  Disturbance is indicated by a significant amount of bare ground and/or 
coverage by disturbance-specialty species, such as felt-leaved yerba santa, foxtail chess, wild oats 
and filaree (O’Leary et al. 1994). 
 
Disturbed southern mixed chaparral occurs only on Site 8 (2.02 acres [0.82 hectare]), both with the 
Santo Road access road; and the SR 52 Interchange (Figure 3.7-3; Table 3.7-1).  In addition, another 
17.10 acres (6.92 hectares) of this community occurs within the Safety Buffer Zone on Site 8, both 
with the Santo Road access road and with the SR 52 Interchange (Figures 3.7-1, 3.7-2, 3.7-3; 
Table 3.7-2).  
 
Chamise Chaparral 
 
Chamise has the widest range of any chaparral shrub, and occurs in a variety of chaparral 
communities.  On MCAS Miramar, areas classified as chamise chaparral have greater than 70 
percent ground cover attributable to evergreen sclerophyllous shrubs and drought-deciduous 
malacophyllous subshrubs (with the evergreen sclerophyllous shrubs constituting greater than 60 
percent of the relative cover) and chamise contributing greater than 50 percent of the cover.  This 
community includes recently burned stands with lower coverage values and few non-native species 
(O’Leary et al. 1994). 
 
Other component shrub species on the sites include mission manzanita, black sage and coast spice 
bush (Cneoridium dumosum).  Chamise chaparral occurs on most of the xeric slopes and ridges of all 
three sites.  Ashy spike-moss (Selaginella cinerascens), popcorn flower (Plagiobothrys sp.), golden-
rayed pentachaeta (Pentachaeta aurea), California goldfields (Lasthenia californica), small-
flowered soap plant (Chlorogalum parviflorum) and plantain (Plantago erecta) are some of the more 
common herbs found within this community on the three sites.  In addition, certain areas of the sites 
have been previously burned, and where the chamise has not fully recovered, deerweed, and rock-
rose (Helianthemum scoparium) occur in high densities.  Chamise chaparral was the most common 
vegetation type on all three sites (130.18 acres [52.68 hectares] on Site 2; 161.41 acres [65.32 
hectares] on Site 3; 181.20 acres [73.33 hectares] on Site 8, with the Santo Road access road; 181.60 
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acres [73.49 hectares] on Site 8 with the SR 52 Interchange) (Figures 3.7-1, 3.7-2, 3.7-3; 
Table 3.7-1). 
 
In addition another 58.68 acres (23.75 hectares) of this community occurs within the Safety Buffer 
Zone on Site 3; 15.55 acres (6.29 hectares) within the Safety Buffer Zone on Site 2; 91.32 acres 
(36.95 hectares) within the Safety Buffer Zone on Site 8, both with the Santo Road access road and 
with the SR 52 Interchange (Figures 3.7-1, 3.7-2, 3.7-3; Table 3.7-2).  
 
Disturbed Chamise Chaparral 
 
On MCAS Miramar, areas classified as disturbed chamise chaparral have from 50 percent to 70 
percent ground cover attributable to evergreen sclerophyllous shrubs and drought-deciduous 
malacophyllous subshrubs (with the evergreen sclerophyllous shrubs constituting greater than 60 
percent of the relative cover) and with chamise contributing greater than 50 percent of the cover.  
Disturbance is indicated by a significant amount of bare ground and /or coverage by disturbance-
specialty species, such as felt-leaved yerba santa, foxtail chess, wild oats and filaree (O’Leary et al. 
1994).  On all three sites, broom baccharis (Baccharis sarothroides) and deerweed (Lotus scoparius) 
are conspicuous components in these disturbed areas.  Disturbed chamise chaparral occurred 
infrequently on all three sites (5.36 acres [2.17 hectares] on Site 2; 0.62 acre [0.25 hectare] on Site 3; 
2.02 acres [0.82 hectare] on Site 8, both with the Santo Road access road and with the SR 52 
Interchange) (Figures 3.7-1, 3.7-2, 3.7-3; Table 3.7-1). 
 
In addition another 1.23 acres (0.50 hectare) of this community occurs within the Safety Buffer Zone 
on Site 3; 51.59 acres (20.88 hectares) within the Safety Buffer Zone on Site 8, both with the Santo 
Road access road and with the SR 52 Interchange (Figures 3.7-1, 3.7-2, 3.7-3; Table 3.7-2). 
 
Ceanothus Chaparral 
 
On MCAS Miramar, areas classified as ceanothus chaparral have greater than 70 percent ground 
cover attributable to evergreen sclerophyllous shrubs and drought-deciduous, malacophyllous 
subshrubs (with the evergreen sclerophyllous shrubs constituting greater than 60 percent of the 
relative cover) and with Ramona lilac and/or wart-stemmed ceanothus (Ceanothus verrucosus) 
contributing greater than 50 percent of the cover (O’Leary et al. 1994). 
 
On all three sites this dense community is dominated by Ramona lilac with chamise, mountain 
mahogany, toyon and scrub oak as the major associates.  Understory herbaceous species are scarce 
due to the high density and cover of shrub species.  This community occurs along ephemeral 
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drainages and on mesic slopes.  This community occurs infrequently on all three sites (7.88 acres 
[3.19 hectares] on Site 2; 3.87 acres [1.57 hectares] on Site 3; 2.18 acres [0.88 hectare] on Site 8 
with the SR 52 Interchange) (Figures 3.7-1, 3.7-2, 3.7-3; Table 3.7-1). 
 
In addition another 3.2 acres (1.30 hectares) of this community occurs within the Safety Buffer Zone 
on Site 2; (Figure 3.7-2; Table 3.7-2). 
 
Scrub Oak Chaparral 
 
On MCAS Miramar, areas classified as scrub oak chaparral have greater than 70 percent ground 
cover attributable to evergreen sclerophyllous shrubs and drought-deciduous malacophyllous 
subshrubs (with the evergreen sclerophyllous shrubs constituting greater than 60 percent of the 
relative cover) and with scrub oak contributing greater than 50 percent of the cover (O’Leary et al. 
1994). 
 
The scrub oak chaparral on all three sites is a dense community dominated by scrub oak, with 
mountain mahogany, toyon and spiny redberry, the common shrub associates.  This community 
generally occurs along ephemeral drainages.  Similar to the other chaparral communities, understory 
herbaceous species are scarce due to the high density and cover of shrub species.  Scrub oak 
chaparral occurs on all three sites (1.36 acres [0.55 hectare] on Site 2; 6.9 acres [2.79 hectares] on 
Site 3; 6.5 acres [2.63 hectares] on Site 8, both with the Santo Road access road and with the SR 52 
Interchange) (Figures 3.7-1, 3.7-2, 3.7-3; Table 3.7-1). 
 
In addition another 0.16 acre (0.06 hectare) of this community occurs within the Safety Buffer Zone 
on Site 2 and 54.88 acres (22.21 hectares) within the Safety Buffer Zone on Site 8, both with the 
Santo Road access road and with SR 52 Interchange (Figures 3.7-1, 3.7-3; Table 3.7-2). 
 
Non-Native Grasslands 
 
On MCAS Miramar, areas classified as non-native grassland have greater than 40 percent cover of 
grasses and forbs, with greater than two-thirds cover attributable to non-native annual grasses.  
Characteristic species are wild oats and soft chess, although needlegrass (Nassella spp.) and 
native/non-native annual forbs may be present (O’Leary et al. 1994). 
 
Wild oat, soft chess, foxtail chess and ripgut grass (Bromus diandrus) are the characteristic grasses 
present within this community on all three sites.  Forbs such as filaree, field mustard (Hirschfeldia 
incana) and peppergrass (Lepidium sp.) are also present within this community.  Small areas of non-
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native grasslands occur on Sites 2 (0.01 acre [0.004 hectare]) and 3 (1.17 acres [0.47 hectare]).  
Larger amounts occur on Site 8 (15.61acres [6.32 hectares] with the Santo Road access road; 15.66 
acres [6.34 hectares] with the SR 52 Interchange) (Figures 3.7-1, 3.7-2, 3.7-3; Table 3.7-1). 
 
In addition another 0.51 acre (0.21 hectare) of this community occurs within the Safety Buffer Zone 
on Site 3; 0.47 acre (0.19 hectare) within the Safety Buffer Zone on Site 2; 40.63 acres (16.44 
hectares) within the Safety Buffer Zone on Site 8, both with the Santo Road access road and with the 
SR 52 Interchange (Figures 3.7-1, 3.7-2, 3.7-3; Table 3.7-2).  
 
Native Grasslands 
 
On MCAS Miramar, areas classified as native grassland have greater than 40 percent cover of 
grasses and forbs, with greater than two-thirds cover attributable to needlegrass although native and 
introduced annual herbs may be present (O’Leary et al. 1994). 
 
Native grasses within this community include purple needlegrass (Nassella pulchra), beardgrass 
(Bothriochloa barbinodis) and California brome (Bromus carinatus var. carinatus).  Perennial forbs 
such as common golden stars (Bloomeria crocea ssp. crocea), and California blue-eyed grass 
(Sisyrinchium bellum) are also present within this community.  Small areas of native grasslands 
occur on all three sites (0.52 acre [0.21 hectare] on Site 2; 2.48 acres [1.00 hectare] on Site 3; 5.80 
acres [2.35 hectares] on Site 8, both with the Santo Road access road and the SR 52 Interchange) 
(Figures 3.7-1, 3.7-2, 3.7-3; Table 3.7-1). 
 
In addition another 4.94 acres (2.0 hectares) of this community occurs within the Safety Buffer Zone 
on Site 3; 9.71 acres (3.93 hectares) within the Safety Buffer Zone on Site 8, both with the Santo 
Road access road and the SR 52 Interchange (Figures 3.7-1, 3.7-3; Table 3.7-2).  
 
Disturbed Native Grassland 
 
On MCAS Miramar, areas classified as disturbed native grassland have from 20 percent to 40 
percent cover of grasses and forbs, with greater than two-thirds cover attributable to needlegrass, 
although native and introduced annual herbs may be present.  These areas are indicative of 
mechanical disturbance and significant amounts of bare ground may be present (O’Leary et al. 
1994). 
 
Purple needlegrass, beardgrass and California brome may all be present within this community, but 
non-native grasses such as wild oat, soft chess (Bromus hordeaceus) and foxtail chess and forbs such 
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as filaree are also common.  This community occurs on Site 8 (2.26 acres [0.91 hectare]), both with 
the Santo Road access road and with the SR 52 Interchange (Figure 3.7-1; Table 3.7-1). 
 
In addition another 4.46 acres (1.81 hectares) of this community occurs within the Safety Buffer 
Zone on Site 8, both with the Santo Road access road and with the SR 52 Interchange (Figure 3.7-1; 
Table 3.7-2).  
 
Freshwater Seep 
 
Freshwater seep refers to those areas, usually along ephemeral drainages, that support patches of 
mariposa rush (Juncus dubius).  Generally these patches are rather small and occur within larger 
areas of chaparral or grasslands.  Mesic soil conditions, adjacent to these ephemeral drainages and 
swales allow for the establishment of the mariposa rush.  Generally these patches range in size from 
one to several feet in width, within or adjacent to the active drainage channel, and support only the 
mariposa rush.  In some of the topographically flatter areas, where there is no defined drainage 
channel, but a broader swale, this community may measure up to 40 feet (12.19 meters) in width.  In 
these areas, additional species such as western ragweed (Ambrosia psilostachya), winter vetch (Vicia 
villosa), and Johnny jump-up are also present.  This community is similar to O’Leary et al. (1994) 
vernal marsh, occupying the same landscape position, i.e., along drainages, but differs in species 
composition. 
 
Freshwater seeps may be subject to permitting requirements where adjacent or connected to 
jurisdictional “waters of the U.S.”  As mentioned in the previous paragraph, this commonly occurs 
within, or is adjacent to, active drainage channels.  Though no wetland determinations and 
delineations were conducted, these areas support hydrophytic vegetation as the sole dominant, 
mariposa rush, is a facultative wetland species.  Some of these seeps exhibit evidence of 
hydrological indicators and may have hydric soil indicators.  Very small areas of freshwater seep 
occur on all three sites (0.06 acre [0.02 hectare] on Site 2; 0.55 acre [0.22 hectare] on Site 3; 0.30 
acre [0.12 hectare] on Site 8 with both the Santo Road access road and the SR 52 Interchange) 
(Figures 3.7-1, 3.7-2, 3.7-3; Table 3.7-1). 
 
In addition, another 0.3 acre (0.12 hectare) of this community occurs within the Safety Buffer Zone 
of Site 3 and 0.78 acre (0.32 hectare) occurs within the Safety Buffer Zone of Site 8, both with the 
Santo Road access road and the SR 52 Interchange (Figures 3.7-1, 3.7-3; Table 3.7-1). 
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Vernal Pools 
 
Vernal pools are not included within Vegetation and Land Cover Types, Naval Air Station Miramar 
(O’Leary et al. 1994) because vernal pools are considered a habitat type and not a vegetation type.  
Vernal pools are wetlands with a unique assemblage of plants and animals within them.  Vernal 
pools are a series of microdepressions that are sometimes surrounded by small hummocks called 
mima mounds.  The depressions collect water from precipitation and runoff from the mima mounds.  
A subsoil hardpan or claypan is also present which prevents the draining of water from these pools 
through downward percolation.  Because of their ephemeral nature, vernal pools support an unusual 
assortment of flora and fauna.  The vernal pool indicator species observed within the vernal pools on 
site include:  water starwort (Callitriche marginata), pygmy crassula (Crassula aquatica), wooly 
marbles (Psilocarphus brevissimus) annual hairgrass (Deschampsia danthonioides), and vernal pool 
plantain (Plantago elongata) (ACOE 1997).  Other plant species observed in the vernal pools 
include wooly heads (Psilocarphus tenellus), grass-poly (Lythrum hyssopifolium), and toad rush 
(Juncus bufonius).  The wooly heads is a facultative species.  The grass-poly and toad rush are 
facultative wetland species (Reed 1998). 
 
Twelve vernal pools, totaling 0.11 acre (0.05 hectare), occur on Site 3 immediately to the east of the 
I-15/Miramar Way interchange.  These pools belong to the AA10 complex (Bauder and Wier 1991).  
An additional 20 vernal pools, totaling 0.10 acre (0.04 hectare) within this complex occur 
immediately to the north and south of the proposed access road within the Safety Buffer Zone. 
 
On Site 8 (both with the Santo Road access road and the SR 52 Interchange), four pools totaling 0.01 
acre (0.005 hectare) were located.  The basins of these pools appear to be undisturbed, although they 
are adjacent to existing or old fuelbreaks.  Soil material from the fuelbreaks have formed an artificial 
berm at one end of these pools possibly causing water ponding and subsequent establishment of 
hydrophytic plants.  As such, for purposes of this analysis, these four pools are considered vernal 
pools that will be reviewed in consultation with the regulatory staff from the ACOE to determine 
their regulatory status.  No naturally occurring vernal pools have been previously identified this far 
inland (i.e., 11.25 miles [18.15 km] from the coast) on MCAS Miramar.  Two additional pools occur 
immediately outside the project area, along the southern boundary of Site 8 (both with the Santo 
Road access road and the SR 52 Interchange).  The A4 vernal pool complex occurs immediately 
adjacent to the Safety Buffer Zone near Santo Road.  Figures 3.7-4 and 3.7-5 illustrate the vernal 
pools on Site 8 and Site 3, respectively. 
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Vernal Marsh 
 
This community consists primarily of low growing, annual herbs which is in contrast with the taller 
perennials that dominate more permanent marshes.  Standing water is present following the winter 
rains, but is greatly reduced or completely dry by summer.  Many of the annuals flower in spring and 
early summer, at the receding water’s edge, as the marsh dries (Holland 1986).  On MCAS Miramar, 
this community is strongly dominated by toad rush, with lesser amounts of assorted grasses and 
forbs such as grass-poly, western ragweed (Ambrosia psilostachya), spikerush (Eleocharis 
macrostachya), and sheep sorrel (Rumex acetosella) (O’Leary et al.  1994).  Vernal marsh only 
occurs within the Safety Buffer Zone (0.16 acre [0.06 hectare]) of Site 8, both with the Santo road 
access road and with the SR 52 Interchange (Figure 3.7-1, Table 3.7-2). 
 
Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian Forest  
 
Southern coast live oak riparian forest is an open to dense evergreen riparian forest that is dominated 
by coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia).  This community type appears to be richer in herbs and poorer 
in understory shrubs than other riparian communities.  Southern coast live oak riparian forest is 
associated with bottomlands and outer floodplains along larger streams, and occurs on fine-grained, 
rich alluvium (Holland 1986).  On MCAS Miramar, areas classified as southern coast live oak 
woodland have from 25 to 75 percent cover of coast live oak.  Understory chaparral species such as 
scrub oak, chamise, laurel sumac, poison oak (Toxicodendron diversilobum), and lemonadeberry are 
possible associates (O’Leary et al.  1994).  Southern coast live oak riparian forest only occurs within 
the Safety Buffer Zone (4.98 acres [2.02 hectares]) of Site 8, both with the Santo road access road 
and with the SR 52 Interchange (Figure 3.7-1, Table 3.7-2). 
 
Mulefat Scrub 
 
Mulefat scrub is a riparian shrub community that is strongly dominated by mulefat (Baccharis 
salicifolia), in association with several willow species (Salix sp.).  Mulefat-dominated scrub occurs 
along intermittent streams with a fairly coarse substrate and moderately deep water table.  
Understory vegetation is usually composed of nonnative, weedy species or is lacking altogether.  
This community is maintained by frequent flooding.  In the absence of periodic flooding, this 
community may develop into cottonwood- or sycamore-dominated riparian communities (O’Leary et 
al. 1994, Holland 1986).  Approximately 0.69 acre (0.28 hectare) of this community occurs within 
the Safety Buffer Zone on Site 8 (both with the Santo Road access road and the SR 52 Interchange). 
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Non-Native Woodland 
 
Along the southern boundary of Site 3 there is an open patch of blackwood acacias (Acacia 
melanoxylon) with an understory of flat-top buckwheat and California sagebrush.  This patch has 
been designated non-native woodland.  The Vegetation and Land Cover Types, Naval Air Station 
Miramar (O’Leary et al. 1994) does not recognize this vegetation community.  Approximately 0.02 
acre (0.01 hectare) of this community occurs on Site 3 (Figure 3.7-3; Table 3.7-1). 
 
In addition, two small patches of this habitat totaling 5.14 acres (2.08 hectares), dominated by 
eucalyptus (Eucalyptus sp.) trees, occurs along the northern portion of the Safety Buffer Zone for 
Site 3 (Figure 3.7-3; Table 3.7-2).  
 
Disturbed Habitat 
 
Disturbed vegetation on MCAS Miramar represents areas of prevalent, past or present physical 
disturbance (e.g., brushing, tilling, vehicular disturbance, etc.).  This community is typically a 
mixture of grasses and forbs with grasses contributing less than two-thirds of the relative cover and 
with non-native forbs such as filaree, smooth cat’s ears (Hypochaeris glabra), fennel (Foeniculum 
vulgare) and Russian thistle (Salsola tragus) being the common dominants.  Native shrub and 
subshrubs (e.g., flat-top buckwheat, broom baccharis, felt-leaved yerba santa and deer weed) and 
non-native shrubs such as castor bean (Ricinus communis) may be present.  Substantial amounts of 
bare ground may exist (O’Leary et al. 1994).  Tocalote (Centaurea melitensis), mustard, and filaree 
are the more common species found in the disturbed habitat areas on all the sites.  A moderate 
amount of area of disturbed habitat occurs on all three sites (6.36 acres [2.57 hectares] on Site 2; 
6.37 acres [2.58 hectares] on Site 3; 2.08 acres [0.84 hectare] on Site 8, both with the Santo Road 
access road and the SR 52 Interchange) (Figures 3.7-1, 3.7-2, 3.7-3; Table 3.7-1). 
 
In addition another 0.1 acre (0.04 hectare) of this community occurs within the Safety Buffer Zone 
on Site 2 and 14.68 acres (5.94 hectares) within the Safety Buffer Zone on Site 8, both with the 
Santo Road access road and with the SR 52 Interchange (Figures 3.7-1, 3.7-2; Table 3.7-2).  
 
Developed 
 
Developed areas have little or no short-term potential for the colonization and succession of native 
plant communities.  These areas include maintained (irrigated) exotic landscapes, buildings, 
pavement, exposed bedrock, and recently graded surfaces (O’Leary et al. 1994).  Dirt roads and 
fuelbreaks are also included within this category.  A moderate amount of area that is considered 
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developed, occurs on all three sites (11.46 acres [4.64 hectares] on Site 2; 6.32 acres [2.56 hectares] 
on Site 3; 12.76 acres [5.16 hectares] on Site 8, with the Santo Road access road; 24.06 acres [9.74 
hectares] on Site 8 with the SR 52 Interchange) (Figures 3.7-1, 3.7-2, 3.7-3; Table 3.7-1). 
 
In addition another 3.67 acres (1.49 hectares) of this community occurs within the Safety Buffer 
Zone on Site 3; 1.34 acres (0.54 hectare) within the Safety Buffer Zone on Site 2; 16.24 acres (6.57 
hectares) within the Safety Buffer Zone on Site 8, both with the Santo Road access road and with the 
SR 52 Interchange (Figures 3.7-1, 3.7-2, 3.7-3; Table 3.7-2). 
 
Flora 
 
A total of 157 plant species were observed on Site 2.  A total of 133 plant species were observed on 
Site 3.  A total of 143 plant species were observed on Site 8.  The more common species are listed in 
the vegetation descriptions above.  A list of the species observed on the three MCAS Miramar sites 
is included in Appendix B. 
 
Fauna 
 
A total of 38 animal species were detected on Site 8.  A total of 24 animal species were detected on 
Site 2.  A total of 24 animal species were detected on Site 3.  A list of the species observed on the 
three MCAS Miramar sites is included in Appendix B.  A list of the bird species, and number of 
individuals, protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, is included in Appendix B.  Below is a 
description of the most common wildlife observed during the surveys. 
 
Site 8 
 
Bird species detected in the chaparral and sage scrub, i.e., the most common natural habitats on site, 
include many upland species such as California quail (Callipepla californica), northern harrier 
(Circus cyaneus), lesser nighthawk (Chordeiles acutipennis), lark sparrow (Chondestes grammacus), 
California towhee (Pipilo crissalis), mourning dove (Zenaida macoura), northern mockingbird 
(Mimus polyglottos), California thrasher (Toxostoma redivivum), California horned lark (Eremophila 
alpestris actia), wrentit (Chamaea fasciata), southern California rufous-crowned sparrow 
(Aimophila ruficeps canescens), Bell’s sage sparrow (Amphispiza belli belli), white-throated swift 
(Aeronautes saxatalis), Costa’s hummingbird (Calypte costae), lesser goldfinch (Carduelis psaltria), 
Bewick’s wren (Thryomanes bewickii), house finch (Carpodacus mexicanus), blue grosbeak 
(Guiraca caerulea), and blue-gray gnatcatcher (Polioptila caerulea).  All the above bird species, 
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both resident and non-resident, are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, except for the 
California quail and wrentit. 
 
Reptiles detected in these habitats include San Diego horned lizard (Phrynosoma coronatum 
blainvillei) and Belding’s orange-throated whiptail (Cnemidophorus hyperythrus beldingi).  
Mammals include Audubon’s cottontail (Sylvilagus audubonii), mule deer (Odocoileus hemionus), 
bobcat (Felis rufus), dusky-footed woodrat (Neotoma fuscipes), and coyote (Canis latrans). 
 
Site 2 
 
Birds associated with the Diegan coastal sage scrub and chaparral, i.e., the most common natural 
habitats on site, include several upland species such as lesser nighthawk, California quail, California 
towhee, mourning dove, California horned lark, wrentit, southern California rufous-crowned 
sparrow, Bell’s sage sparrow, grasshopper sparrow (Ammodramus savannarum), lazuli bunting 
(Passerina amoena), and western meadowlark (Sturnella neglecta).  All the above bird species, both 
resident and non-resident, are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918, except for the 
California quail, which is managed as a resident game bird, and the wrentit. 
 
Reptile species detected in the sage scrub and chaparral habitats on site include San Diego horned 
lizard, Belding’s orange-throated whiptail, and coastal western whiptail (Cnemidophorus tigris 
multiscutatus). 
 
Mammals detected through scat include mule deer, bobcat and coyote.  Dusky-footed woodrat nests 
are common in the dense shrub habitats on site. 
 
Site 3 
 
Bird species detected in the chaparral and sage scrub, i.e., the most common natural habitats on site, 
include many upland species such as California quail, California towhee, mourning dove, California 
horned lark, wrentit, southern California rufous-crowned sparrow, Bell’s sage sparrow, Costa’s 
hummingbird, lesser goldfinch, Bewick’s wren, and ash-throated flycatcher (Myiarchus 
cinerascens).  All the above bird species, both resident and non-resident, are protected under the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act, except for the California quail and wrentit. 
 
Reptiles detected in these habitats include San Diego horned lizard, Belding’s orange-throated 
whiptail, and northern red-diamond rattlesnake (Crotalus ruber ruber).  Mammals detected in these 
two habitats include Audubon’s cottontail, mule deer, coyote and dusky-footed woodrat. 
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Regulatory Setting 
 
Federal Endangered Species Act 
 
The Federal Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA) was enacted with the purpose of providing 
protection to threatened and endangered species.  The conservation measures employed to protect 
listed species under ESA have often been based on preservation or enhancement of ecosystems 
which support threatened and endangered species.  Conservation measures include the use of all 
methods and procedures that are necessary to bring an endangered species or a threatened species to 
the point at which listing under ESA is no longer necessary.  There are several pertinent sections of 
ESA that pertain to requirements of Federal project proponents (Section 7) and prohibited acts 
(Section 9). 
 
Section 7 of ESA covers the process by which Federal agencies consult with DOI to conserve and 
protect threatened and endangered species listed pursuant to Section 4.  The consultation is to insure 
that any action authorized, funded, or carried out by a Federal agency is not likely to jeopardize the 
continued existence of any threatened or endangered species, or result in the destruction or adverse 
modification of critical habitat of such species.  The determination of the potential affects of the 
Federal action is to be based on the best scientific and commercial data available. 
 
It is unlawful to “take” a threatened or endangered species, as addressed under Section 9 of ESA.  
Violations of FESA can result in both civil and criminal penalties.  
 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
 
The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) of 1918 is an international agreement between the United 
States, Canada and Mexico.  The MBTA protects all common wild birds found in the United States 
except the house sparrow, starling, feral pigeon, and resident game birds such as pheasant, grouse, 
California quail, and wild turkeys.  Resident game birds are managed separately by each state.  A 
reference list of migratory game birds is found in Title 50, Code of Federal Regulations, Part 10.  
The MBTA makes it unlawful for anyone to kill, capture, collect, possess, buy, sell, trade, ship, 
import, or export any migratory bird including feathers, parts, nests, or eggs.  
 
On January 11, 2001 an Executive Order on the Responsibilities of Federal Agencies to Protect 
Migratory Birds was issued which directs Federal agencies, which take actions that have, or are 
likely to have, a measurable negative effect on migratory bird populations, to develop and 



3.7 Biological Resources  
 

 

  
MFH Project EIS  Page 3.7-27 
8K050/CHAPTER 03.07   6/20/03 

implement, within two years, a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the USFWS that shall 
promote the conservation of migratory bird populations. 
 
Clean Water Act 
 
Activities within wetlands and other navigable waters of the United States are regulated under 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.  Pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, the ACOE 
regulates activities that result in the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the United 
States.  Waters of the United States are defined in the Code of Federal Regulation (33 CFR Part 328) 
as 1) all waters which are currently used, or were used in the past, or may be susceptible to use in 
interstate or foreign commerce, including all waters which are subject to the ebb and flow of the tide; 
2) all interstate waters including interstate wetlands; 3) all other waters such as intrastate lakes, 
rivers, streams (including intermittent streams), mudflats, sandflats, wetlands, sloughs, prairie 
potholes, wet meadows, playa lakes, or natural ponds, the use, degradation or destruction of which 
could affect interstate or foreign commerce including such waters: (i) which are or could be used by 
interstate or foreign travelers for recreational or other purposes; or (ii) from which fish or shellfish 
are or could be taken and sold in interstate or foreign commerce; or (iii) which are used or could be 
used for industrial purposes by industries in interstate commerce; 4) all impoundments of waters 
otherwise defined as waters of the United States under the definition; 5) tributaries of waters 
identified in paragraphs 1) through 4) of this section; 6) the territorial seas; and 7) wetlands adjacent 
to waters (other than waters that are themselves wetlands) identified in paragraphs 1) through 6) of 
this section of the Code of Federal Regulation (33 CFR 328.3[a]; 40 CFR 230.3[s]).   
 
The ACOE (Federal Register 1982) and the EPA (Federal Register 1980) jointly define wetlands as: 
“Those areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or ground water at a frequency and duration 
sufficient to support, and that under normal circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation 
typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions.  Wetlands generally include swamps, marshes, 
bogs, and similar areas (33 CFR 328.3[b]; 40 CFR 230.3[t]).” 
 
In the absence of wetlands, the limits of ACOE jurisdiction in non-tidal waters, such as rivers, 
streams, lakes, and ponds, extends to the ordinary high water mark (OHWM) which is defined as: 
“that line on the shore established by the fluctuation of water and indicated by physical 
characteristics such as a clear, natural line impressed on the bank, shelving, changes in the character 
of soil, destruction of terrestrial vegetation, the presence of litter and debris, or other appropriate 
means that consider the characteristics of the surrounding areas (33 CFR 328.3[e])”.   
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Sensitive Biological Resources 
 
Sensitive Habitats 
 
Sensitive habitats are defined as habitats that are either 1) wetlands and “waters of the U.S.” that are 
under the jurisdiction of the ACOE pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act; 2) habitats that 
are declining regionally and locally, that support a high number of sensitive species, such as vernal 
pools, Diegan coastal sage scrub and native grasslands, and; 3) important regional and local wildlife 
movement corridors.  In some instances, certain habitats such as vernal pools or Diegan coastal sage 
scrub may be sensitive because they qualify for more than one of the above-stated criteria.  No 
proposed or designated critical habitat for any species exists on MCAS Miramar. 
 
ACOE Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waters of the U.S. 
 
Vernal pools.  Vernal pools are considered seasonal wetlands that support specialized hydrophytic 
vegetation and/or aquatic fauna and may also be classified as jurisdictional wetlands as defined by 
the ACOE and EPA.  Vernal pools are regulated by the ACOE under Section 404 of the CWA only 
if they are adjacent to “navigable waters of the U.S.”, or there is a hydrologic connection to 
“navigable waters of the U.S.”  However, the ACOE has not at this time provided specific guidelines 
as to what constitutes adjacency and/or hydrologic connectivity and local field offices still provide a 
jurisdictional determination for vernal pools on a case-by-case basis.  A recent Supreme Court 
decision Solid Waste Agency of Northern Cook County v. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers concluded 
that isolated, non-navigable, intrastate waters are no longer subject to the jurisdiction of the CWA.  
“Vernal pools are considered “problem areas” under the ACOE 1987 Wetland Delineation Manual 
because one or more of the wetland parameters (soils, hydrology, vegetation) may be periodically 
lacking due to normal seasonal or annual variations in environmental conditions” (ACOE 1997).  
Wetland determinations and delineations were not conducted.  The applicability of CWA jurisdiction 
to these areas would be determined in consultation with the local ACOE regulatory staff as planning 
progresses. 
 
Road Ruts/Man-Made Puddles.  All three alternative sites contain road ruts/man-made puddles that 
are in or adjacent to dirt roads, jeep trails, fuelbreaks, previous military training exercises, or other 
earthmoving activities.  These road ruts and man-made puddles pond water and support plant species 
that are considered vernal pool indicator species by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE 
1997), and have the potential to support populations of Federal endangered fairy shrimp.  However, 
under the ACOE Special Public Notice (ACOE 1997): “the following features are generally NOT 
considered vernal pools and, therefore, would not be subject to this general condition: stockponds, 
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road ruts, minor impoundments on drainages, man-made ponds, abandoned borrow sites, and 
seasonally flooded plains which do not exhibit basin topography.  These areas may already be 
subject to Section 404 regulation and may support vernal pool species, such as fairy shrimp and 
other invertebrates, pond turtles, amphibians, and various types of waterfowl; however, they are not 
considered vernal pools.” 
 
As mentioned previously, a recent Supreme Court decision Solid Waste Agency of Northern Cook 
County v. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers concluded that isolated, non-navigable, intrastate waters are 
no longer subject to the jurisdiction of the CWA.  However, similar to the argument provided earlier 
for vernal pools, road ruts/man-made puddles, may be regulated by the ACOE only if they qualify as 
wetlands and are adjacent to, or are hydrologically connected to “navigable waters of the U.S.”  In 
addition, the ACOE has not at this time provided specific guidelines as to what constitutes adjacency 
and/or hydrologic connectivity and local field offices still provide a jurisdictional determination for 
these features on a case-by-case basis.  The applicability of CWA jurisdiction to these areas would 
be determined in consultation with the local ACOE regulatory staff as planning progresses. 
 
Figures 3.7-4, 3.7-5 and 3.7-6 illustrate the road ruts/man-made puddles on Sites 8, 2, and 3, 
respectively.  Two road ruts/man-made puddles, totaling 0.03 acre (0.01 hectare) occur on Site 2.  
Four road ruts/man-made puddles, totaling 0.07 acre (0.03 hectare), occur on Site 3.  Sixty-four of 
these road ruts/man-made puddles, totaling 0.66 acre (0.27 hectare), occur on Site 8 (both with the 
Santo Road access road and the SR 52 Interchange).  Additional road ruts/man-made puddles could 
potentially occur along the fuelbreaks within the Safety Buffer Zones. 
 
Freshwater Seeps.  Some of the freshwater seeps may qualify as ACOE jurisdictional wetlands.  
Though no wetland determinations and delineations were conducted, these areas support hydrophytic 
vegetation as the sole dominant, mariposa rush is a facultative wetland species.  Some of these seeps 
exhibit evidence of hydrological indicators and may have hydric soil indicators.  In addition, these 
seeps are within or adjacent to ephemeral drainages, i.e., “waters of the U.S.” 
 
Mulefat Scrub.  This community is likely to qualify as ACOE jurisdictional wetlands.  Though no 
wetland determinations and delineations were conducted, this area supports hydrophytic vegetation, 
as the sole dominant, mulefat is a facultative wetland species.  This community only occurs within 
the Safety Buffer Zone on Site 8 (both with the Santo Road access road and the SR 52 Interchange). 
 
Ephemeral Drainages.  There are several ephemeral drainages that flow through each of the three 
sites.  Freshwater seeps are associated with several of these drainages or portions of them.  For the 
most part however, these drainages are vegetated with upland vegetation, either sage scrub or 
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chaparral.  These drainages are scoured and have evidence of an “ordinary high water mark” and 
therefore may qualify as “waters of the U.S.” under the jurisdiction of the ACOE.  Ephemeral 
drainages occur on all three sites (Figures 3.7-1, 3.7-2, 3.7-3).  A total of 17 drainages (including 
upper order tributaries) occur on Site 2; nine drainages occur on Site 3; and 17 drainages occur on 
Site 8.  Approximately 1.13 acres (0.46 hectare) of ephemeral drainages occur on Site 2; 0.51 acre 
(0.21 hectare) occur on Site 3 and 0.86 acre (0.39 hectare) occur on Site 8 (both with the Santo Road 
access road and the SR 52 Interchange).  These totals are not called out separately in Table 3.7-1.  
Since these ephemeral drainages support vegetation such as coastal sage scrub, chaparral and 
freshwater seep, the ephemeral drainage totals are included within these vegetation community totals 
in Table 3.7-1.  Many of these ephemeral drainages extend into the Safety Buffer Zones. 
 
Regionally and Locally Declining Habitats  
 
Diegan coastal sage scrub, native grasslands and vernal pools are all considered sensitive habitats 
because of their restricted distribution, recent losses due to development and habitat conversion, and 
because they typically support a high assemblage of sensitive species.  Coastal sage scrub is thought 
to be one of the most endangered vegetation types in California.  Oberbauer and Vanderwier (1991), 
estimate that only about 130,000 acres (52,611 hectares) of sage scrub remain in San Diego County.  
This represents a 69 percent loss of this community in the County from the pre-European era.  These 
estimates were based on 1988 vegetation coverage estimates and additional losses have accrued 
since.  Loss of sage scrub within California is due primarily to grazing and urbanization. 
 
Historically, vernal pool habitat in San Diego County probably covered less than 200 square miles 
(520 square kilometers) prior to intensive cultivation and urbanization (Bauder and McMillan 1996).  
Loss of historical vernal pool habitat in San Diego County was estimated at 93 percent by 1986 
(Bauder 1986) and at 97 percent by 1990 (Oberbauer and Vanderwier 1991).  Development and 
vehicular damage are the primary threats to vernal pools loss. 
 
Native grasslands are currently very restricted within California and San Diego County due to 
encroachment from development, and displacement by exotic species.  Many of the native grasslands 
in California were converted to non-native grasslands.  Native grasslands have the highest ranking of 
rarity possible in terms of native habitat for wildlife species according to CDFG (MCAS Miramar 
2000a).  Oberbauer and Vanderwier (1991) report that only 7,250 acres (2,934 hectares) of this 
community remain in San Diego County.  This is a reduction of 94 percent of this community from 
Oberbauer and Vanderwier’s pre-European estimate of less than 126,000 acres (50,922 hectares). 
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Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian Forest.  Oak woodlands and forests are considered sensitive 
because of their scarcity and limited range, and high wildlife value.  The conversion of oak 
woodlands to urban and agricultural uses, livestock grazing, and habitat fragmentation are the 
primary factors contributing to the decline of oak woodlands in southern California.  Oberbauer and 
Vanderwier (1991) report a six percent reduction (approximately 27,100 acres [ hectares] remaining 
of a historical estimate of 28,900 acres [ hectares]) in dense phase oak woodland (corresponds to 
coast live oak woodland) in San Diego County since the pre-European era. 
 
Habitat Linkages and Wildlife Corridors 
 
Habitat linkage and wildlife corridor designations and assessments were obtained from the 
Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan for Marine Corps Air Station Miramar (MCAS 
Miramar 2000a).   
 
Wildlife movement needs are species specific, based upon observed or inferred behavior of 
movement; however, there are general conditions required for wildlife movement that may be 
applied between geographical regions with similar habitat types.  Habitat linkages are generally 
defined as large areas of natural open space that provide connectivity to regional biological 
resources.  These linkages are wide enough to allow relatively free movement of wildlife species 
along multiple paths between resources.  Breaking linkages would result in habitat fragmentation 
and isolation of populations. 
 
Within Site 2, there are two local wildlife corridors that lead to the San Clemente Canyon regional 
wildlife corridor to the southwest.  Additionally, there is a regional wildlife corridor in the northern 
half of the site that leads to Beeler Canyon to the north off MCAS Miramar.  These wildlife corridors 
are important for wildlife movement to the open space east and south of the site.   
 
Site 3 is located along the northern border of MCAS Miramar with a Scripps Ranch housing 
development to the north, Rose Canyon (regional wildlife corridor) and Interstate 15 to the west, and 
San Clemente Canyon (regional wildlife corridor) to the south.  Site 3 is a habitat linkage to open 
space areas of East Miramar to the east and south.  There are no mapped local or regional wildlife 
corridors within Site 3. 
 
Site 8 provides a habitat linkage connecting the rest of East Miramar (north and east of the proposed 
site) to Mission Trails Regional Park, south of the proposed site, via a wildlife under-crossing 
beneath SR 52.  Site 8 does not contain within its boundaries any mapped regional or local wildlife 
movement corridors. 
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Special Status Species 
 
Special Status Species are species that are listed by the USFWS (1999a) as either threatened, 
endangered, or proposed for listing as threatened or endangered.  Also included in this category are 
species protected by the Bald Eagle Protection Act.  The Marine Corps is obligated to conserve these 
Special Status Species under the provisions of the Federal Endangered Species Act and the Bald 
Eagle Protection Act. 
 
One listed species, the Federal and state endangered Del Mar manzanita (Arctostaphylos glandulosa 
ssp. crassifolia) was observed on Sites 2 and 3.  Seven individuals were observed on Site 2 and 11 
individuals were observed on Site 3 (Figures 3.7-5 and 3.7-6).  The individuals observed on Site 3 
appear to have been initially detected by the San Diego Natural History Museum (SDNHM).  
Though there has been some question over whether the individuals on MCAS Miramar are indeed 
the Del Mar manzanita or another subspecies A.g. ssp. zacaensis, collected specimens by the 
SDNHM have been identified by staff at the Rancho Santa Ana Botanical Garden as the Del Mar 
manzanita.  The current opinion is that both subspecies occur on MCAS Miramar in mixed 
populations.  
 
There are another 20 listed or federally protected species that are known from the project vicinity or 
potentially could occur on the sites due to the presence of appropriate habitat.  Table 3.7-3 lists these 
species.  Additional information of these species and the results of focused surveys for them is 
provided in Appendix B. 
 
Other Species of Regional Special Concern 
 
Species of Regional Special Concern include former candidates for Federal listing as threatened or 
endangered, species of concern to the State of California (CDFG 2002a, b) and species that are 
regionally rare or of limited distribution.  Federal Species of Special Concern are species that were 
formerly under consideration by the USFWS for status changes (includes Category 1, 2, and 3 taxa).  
Though the USFWS discontinued the use of these designations, they remain concerned about these 
species and encourage further study into their conservation status.  As more information is obtained 
on such species, their protected status could change. 
 
Species that are listed as endangered by the State of California (CDFG 2002a, b) include taxa that 
are in serious danger of becoming extinct throughout all, or a significant portion, of its range due to 
threats to the taxa.  Species listed as rare by the State of California (CDFG 2002a) include plant 
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Table 3.7-3.  Special Status Species Occurring or Potentially Occurring on the 
MFH Project Sites on MCAS Miramar 

 
Species Name/Sensitivity Status(1) Site 2 Site 3 Site 8 
Plants 
San Diego thornmint 
(Acanthomintha ilicifolia) 
Status: FE, SE, CNPS: List 1B 

This species was not detected on site.  
Surveys were conducted for this species 
during April and May which corresponds to 
its traditional flowering period.  This 
species has not been reported from MCAS 
Miramar.  

This species was not detected on site.  
Surveys were conducted for this species 
during April and May which corresponds 
to its traditional flowering period.  This 
species has not been reported from 
MCAS Miramar.  

This species was not detected on site.  
Surveys were conducted for this 
species during April and May which 
corresponds to its traditional flowering 
period.  This species has not been 
reported from MCAS Miramar.  

San Diego ambrosia 
(Ambrosia pumilla) 
Status: FE; CNPS: List 1B 

This species was not detected on site.  
Surveys were conducted for this species 
during April and May . 

This species was not detected on site.  
Surveys were conducted for this species 
during April and May.   

This species was not detected on site.  
Surveys were conducted for this 
species during April and May.   

Del Mar manzanita 
(Arctostaphylos glandulosa ssp. 
crassifolia) 
Status: FE; CNPS: List 1B 

Five individuals were observed along the 
northeastern portion of the site.  Another 
two individuals were detected immediately 
off site, adjacent to the on-site individuals.  

Eleven individuals were observed in the 
northeastern portion of the site.   

This species was not detected on site.  
Surveys were conducted for this 
species during April and May.  

Encinitas baccharis 
(Baccharis vanessae) 
Status:  FT; SE; CNPS: List 1B 

This species was not detected on site.  
Surveys were conducted for this species 
during October which is within its 
traditional flowering period.  This species 
has not been reported from MCAS 
Miramar. 

This species was not detected on site.  
Surveys were conducted for this species 
during October which is within its 
traditional flowering period.  This species 
has not been reported from MCAS 
Miramar.  

This species was not detected on site.  
Surveys were conducted for this 
species during October which is within 
its traditional flowering period.  This 
species has not been reported from 
MCAS Miramar.  

Orcutt’s spineflower 
(Chorizanthe orcuttiana) 
Status: FE, SE, CNPS: List 1B 

This species was not detected on site.  
Surveys were conducted for this species 
during April which is within its traditional 
flowering period.  This species has not been 
reported from MCAS Miramar.  

This species was not detected on site.  
Surveys were conducted for this species 
during April which is within its 
traditional flowering period.  This species 
has not been reported from MCAS 
Miramar.   

This species was not detected on site.  
Surveys were conducted for this 
species during April which is within its 
traditional flowering period.  This 
species has not been reported from 
MCAS Miramar.  

San Diego button celery 
(Eryngium aristulatum var. parishii) 
Status: FE, SE, CNPS: List 1B 

This species was not detected on site.  
Surveys were conducted for this species 
during April and May.  This species occurs 
elsewhere on MCAS Miramar.   

This species was not detected on site.  
Surveys were conducted for this species 
during April and May.  This species 
occurs elsewhere on MCAS Miramar.   

This species was not detected on site.  
Surveys were conducted for this 
species during April and May.  This 
species occurs elsewhere on MCAS 
Miramar.   
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     Table 3.7-3.  Continued 
      

Species Name/Sensitivity Status(1) Site 2 Site 3 Site 8 
Mexican flannelbush  
(Fremontodendron mexicanum) 
Status:  FE; SR; CNPS: List 1B 

This species was not detected on site.  
Surveys were conducted for this species 
during April and May.  This species has not 
been reported from MCAS Miramar.  

This species was not detected on site.  
Surveys were conducted for this species 
during April and May.  This species has 
not been reported from MCAS Miramar.  

This species was not detected on site.  
Surveys were conducted for this 
species during April and May.  This 
species has not been reported from 
MCAS Miramar.  

Willowy monardella 
(Monardella linoides ssp. viminea) 
Status: FE, SE, CNPS: List 1B 

This species was not detected on site.  
Surveys were conducted for this species 
during April, May and July (which 
corresponds to its traditional flowering 
period).  Populations of this species occur 
immediately to the southwest of the site in 
San Clemente Canyon. 

This species was not detected on site.  
Surveys were conducted for this species 
during April, May and July (which 
corresponds to its traditional flowering 
period).  Populations of this species occur 
immediately to the southeast of the site in 
San Clemente Canyon. 

This species was not detected on site.  
Surveys were conducted for this 
species during April, May and July 
(which corresponds to its traditional 
flowering period).  This species is 
known from Elanus Canyon, adjacent 
to the safety buffer zone at the western 
terminus of the Santo Road access 
road. 

Spreading navarretia 
(Navarretia fossalis) 
Status:  FT; CNPS: List 1B 

This species was not detected on site.  
Surveys were conducted for this species 
during April and May.  This species occurs 
elsewhere on MCAS Miramar.   

This species was not detected on site.  
Surveys were conducted for this species 
during April and May.  This species 
occurs elsewhere on MCAS Miramar.   

This species was not detected on site.  
Surveys were conducted for this 
species during April and May.  This 
species occurs elsewhere on MCAS 
Miramar.   

California orcutt grass 
(Orcuttia californica) 
Status: FE, SE, CNPS: List 1B 

This species was not detected on site.  
Surveys were conducted for this species 
during April and May.  This species occurs 
elsewhere on MCAS Miramar.   

This species was not detected on site.  
Surveys were conducted for this species 
during April and May.  This species 
occurs elsewhere on MCAS Miramar.   

This species was not detected on site.  
Surveys were conducted for this 
species during April and May.  This 
species occurs elsewhere on MCAS 
Miramar.   

San Diego mesa mint 
(Pogogyne abramsii) 
Status: FE, SE, CNPS: List 1B 

This species was not detected on site.  
Surveys were conducted for this species 
during April and May.  This species occurs 
elsewhere on MCAS Miramar.   

This species was not detected on site.  
Surveys were conducted for this species 
during April and May.  This species 
occurs in the vicinity of the proposed 
access road.   

This species was not detected on site.  
Surveys were conducted for this 
species during April and May.  This 
species is known from the A4 vernal 
pool complex immediately adjacent to 
the safety buffer zone at the western 
terminus of the Santo road access road.  
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     Table 3.7-3.  Continued 
      

Species Name/Sensitivity Status(1) Site 2 Site 3 Site 8 
Invertebrates 
San Diego fairy shrimp 
(Branchinecta sandiegonensis) 
Status: FE 

This species was not detected during the 
2000 wet season sampling.  This species is 
known to occur elsewhere on MCAS 
Miramar. 

This species was not detected during the 
2000 wet season sampling.  This species 
is known to occur elsewhere on MCAS 
Miramar. 

This species was not detected during 
the 2000 wet and dry season sampling, 
nor the 2001 wet season sampling.  
This species is known from the A4 
vernal pool complex immediately 
adjacent to the safety buffer zone at the 
western terminus of the Santo Road 
access road. 

Riverside fairy shrimp 
(Streptocephalus woottoni) 
Status: FE 

This species was not detected during the 
2000 wet season sampling.  This species is 
known to occur at only one site on MCAS 
Miramar approximately 3.11 miles (4.97 
km) southwest of the western boundary of 
the site.  This species is not expected to 
occur on site due to the shallow and 
disturbed condition of the road ruts/man-
made puddles. 

This species was not detected during the 
2000 wet season sampling.  This species 
is known to occur at only one site on 
MCAS Miramar approximately 0.55 mile 
(0.88 km) southwest of the western 
boundary of the site.  The vernal pools 
and road ruts/man-made puddles are not 
likely suitable habitat for this species.  
The vernal pools are relatively shallow 
and the road ruts/man-made puddles are 
very disturbed and isolated. 

This species was not detected during 
the 2000 wet and dry season sampling, 
nor the 2001 wet season sampling.  
This species is known to occur at only 
one site on MCAS Miramar 
approximately 2.54 miles (4.06 km) 
southwest of the western boundary of 
the site.  The l vernal pools and road 
ruts/man-made puddles are not likely 
suitable habitat for this species.  The 
vernal pools are relatively shallow and 
the road ruts/man-made puddles are 
very disturbed and isolated. 

Quino checkerspot butterfly 
(Euphydryas editha quino) 
Status: FE 

This species was not detected on site.  
Protocol surveys were conducted weekly 
between April 3 and May 4.  This species 
has not been identified on MCAS Miramar, 
and the USFWS no longer requires protocol 
surveys in this portion of the County 
pursuant to their 2001 protocol. 

This species was not detected on site.  
Protocol surveys were conducted weekly 
between April 3 and May 4.  This species 
has not been identified on MCAS 
Miramar, and the USFWS no longer 
requires protocol surveys in this portion 
of the County pursuant to their 2001 
protocol. 

This species was not detected on site.  
Protocol surveys were conducted 
weekly between April 3 and May 4.  
This species has not been identified on 
MCAS Miramar, and the USFWS no 
longer requires protocol surveys in this 
portion of the County pursuant to their 
2001 protocol. 
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     Table 3.7-3.  Continued 
      

Species Name/Sensitivity Status(1) Site 2 Site 3 Site 8 
Amphibians 
Arroyo southwestern toad 
(Bufo californicus) 
Status: FE 

This species was not detected on site.  A 
habitat assessment was conducted on May 
18, 2000.  Focused surveys were not 
conducted due to the lack of suitable habitat 
on this site.  This species is not known from 
MCAS Miramar. 

This species was not detected on site.  A 
habitat assessment was conducted on 
May 17, 2000.  Focused surveys were not 
conducted due to the lack of suitable 
habitat on this site.  This species is not 
known from MCAS Miramar. 

This species was not detected on site.  
A habitat assessment was conducted on 
May 17, 2000.  Focused surveys were 
not conducted due to the lack of 
suitable habitat on this site.  This 
species is not known from MCAS 
Miramar. 

Birds 
Bald eagle 
(Haliaeetus leucocephalus) 
Status: AD,T/SE 

This species was not detected on site.  A 
habitat assessment was conducted on May 
18, 2000.  Focused surveys were not 
conducted due to the lack of suitable habitat 
on this site.  This species is not known from 
MCAS Miramar. 

This species was not detected on site.  A 
habitat assessment was conducted on 
May 17, 2000.  Focused surveys were not 
conducted due to the lack of suitable 
habitat on this site.  This species is not 
known from MCAS Miramar. 

This species was not detected on site.  
A habitat assessment was conducted on 
May 17, 2000.  Focused surveys were 
not conducted due to the lack of 
suitable habitat on this site.  This 
species is not known from MCAS 
Miramar. 

Golden eagle 
(Aquila chrysaetos) 
Status: FP 

This species was not detected on site.  
Known to forage elsewhere on MCAS 
Miramar.  

This species was not detected on site.  
Known to forage elsewhere on MCAS 
Miramar.  

This species was not detected on site.  
Known to forage elsewhere on MCAS 
Miramar.  

American peregrine falcon 
(Falco peregrinus anatum) 
Status: DM/SE 

This species was not detected on site.  A 
habitat assessment was conducted on May 
18, 2000.  No suitable habitat was found on 
site.  This species is an accidental visitor to 
MCAS Miramar. 

This species was not detected on site.  A 
habitat assessment was conducted on 
May 17, 2000.  No suitable habitat was 
found on site.  This species is an 
accidental visitor to MCAS Miramar. 

This species was not detected on site.  
A habitat assessment was conducted on 
May 17, 2000.  No suitable habitat was 
found on site.  This species is an 
accidental visitor to MCAS Miramar. 

Southwestern willow flycatcher  
(Empidonax traillii extimus) 
Status: FE 

This species was not detected on site.  A 
habitat assessment was conducted on May 
18, 2000.  Focused surveys were not 
conducted due to the lack of suitable habitat 
on this site.  This species may use riparian 
areas of MCAS Miramar during migration. 

This species was not detected on site.  A 
habitat assessment was conducted on 
May 17, 2000.  Focused surveys were not 
conducted due to the lack of suitable 
habitat on this site.  This species may use 
riparian areas of MCAS Miramar during 
migration. 

This species was not detected on site.  
A habitat assessment was conducted on 
May 17, 2000.  Focused surveys were 
not conducted due to the lack of 
suitable habitat on this site.  This 
species may use riparian areas of 
MCAS Miramar during migration. 
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     Table 3.7-3.  Continued 
      

Species Name/Sensitivity Status(1) Site 2 Site 3 Site 8 
Coastal California gnatcatcher  
(Polioptila californica californica) 
Status: FT 

This species was not detected on site during 
sensitive species habitat assessments and 
migratory bird inventories.  Base-wide 
focused surveys for this species are 
conducted annually.  Gnatcatcher sightings 
are known from south of the site. 

This species was not detected on site 
during sensitive species habitat 
assessments and migratory bird 
inventories.  Base-wide, on-going 
focused surveys for this species are 
conducted annually.  Gnatcatcher 
sightings are known from south of the 
site. 

This species was not detected on site 
during sensitive species habitat 
assessments and migratory bird 
inventories.  Historical gnatcatcher 
sitings are known from both north and 
south of the Santo Road access road.  
This species was detected just outside 
of the western portion of the safety 
buffer zone during the 2001 base-wide 
survey. 

Least Bell’s vireo  
(Vireo bellii pusillus) 
Status: FE/SE 

This species was not detected on site.  A 
habitat assessment was conducted on May 
18, 2000.  Focused surveys were not 
conducted due to the lack of suitable habitat 
on this site.  One and two territorial males 
were found in 1998 and 1999 respectively 
in Sycamore Canyon.  The closest sighting 
was approximately 2.21 miles (3.54 km) 
from the southeastern boundary of the site. 

This species was not detected on site.  A 
habitat assessment was conducted on 
May 17, 2000.  Focused surveys were not 
conducted due to the lack of suitable 
habitat on this site.  One and two 
territorial males were found in 1998 and 
1999 respectively in Sycamore Canyon.  
The closest sighting was approximately 
3.6 miles (7.76 km) from the eastern 
boundary of the site. 

This species was not detected on site.  
A habitat assessment was conducted on 
May 17, 2000.  Focused surveys were 
not conducted due to the lack of 
suitable habitat on this site.  One and 
two territorial males were found in 
1998 and 1999 respectively in 
Sycamore Canyon.  The closest 
sighting was approximately 2.86 miles 
(4.58 km) from the northeastern 
boundary of the site. 

(1)  Status Codes: 
U.S. Fish and Wild Service (USFWS) 
 FE = Endangered; FT = Threatened; PE = Proposed Endangered; FP = Federally Protected; DM = Delisted taxa recovered, being monitored for first five years:  

AD,T = Federally proposed for delisting, but current status is threatened. 
California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) 
 SE = Endangered; SR = Rare. 
California Native Plant Society (CNPS) (Skinner and Pavlik 1994) 
 List 1B - Plants rare and endangered in California and elsewhere. 
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species, subspecies, or varieties not presently threatened with extinction, but found in such small 
numbers throughout its range that it may be endangered if its environment worsens. 
 
California Species of Special Concern include potentially jeopardized taxa.  The status of these taxa 
could possibly change to threatened or endangered, or be removed from the list when further data are 
available. 
 
Included in this group of Other Species of Regional Special Concern are plants listed in the 
California Native Plant Society’s (CNPS) Inventory of Rare and Endangered Vascular Plants (2001) 
as either List 1B or List 2.  List 1B species are plants that are rare, threatened, or endangered in 
California and elsewhere.  List 2 species are plants that are rare, threatened, or endangered in 
California but more common elsewhere.  Species of Regional Special Concern observed or known 
from the sites are illustrated on Figures 3.7-4, 3.7-5 and 3.7-6.  
 
One plant Species of Regional Special Concern, San Diego barrel cactus, and 11 animal Species of 
Regional Special Concern: Hermes copper butterfly, western spadefoot toad (Spea hammondii), San 
Diego horned lizard, orange-throated whiptail, Coronado Island skink (Eumeces skiltonianus 
interparietalis), coastal western whiptail, San Diego ringneck snake (Diadophis punctatus similis), 
southern California rufous-crowned sparrow, Bell’s sage sparrow, California horned lark, and  
San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit (Lepus californicus bennettii) were either detected on Site 2 during 
recent surveys or were reported there from previous documentation (Figure 3.7-5).  Table 3.7-4 
provides a list of these species and their status as well as other Species of Regional Special Concern 
known from the project vicinity. 
 
Three plant Species of Regional Special Concern, the Orcutt’s brodiaea (Brodiaea orcuttii), 
knotweed spineflower (Chorizanthe polygonoides var. longispina) and San Diego barrel cactus, and 
eight animal Species of Regional Special Concern: Hermes copper butterfly, San Diego horned 
lizard, orange-throated whiptail, northern red diamond rattlesnake, southern California rufous-
crowned sparrow, Bell’s sage sparrow, California horned lark, and San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit 
were either detected on Site 3 during recent surveys or were reported there from previous 
documentation (Figure 3.7-6).  Table 3.7-4 provides a list of these species and their status as well as 
other Species of Regional Special Concern known from the project vicinity.  
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Table 3.7-4.  Other Species of Regional Special Concern Occurring or Potentially Occurring  
On the MFH Project Sites on MCAS Miramar 

 
Species Name/Sensitivity Status(1) Site 2 Site 3 Site 8 
Plants 
Orcutt’s brodiaea 
(Brodiaea orcuttii) 
Status: SOC; CNPS: List 1B 

This species was not detected on site.  
Surveys were conducted for this species 
during April and May.  This species occurs 
elsewhere on MCAS Miramar.   

This species was detected on site.  
Several thousand occur in the area of 
the proposed access road alignment 
between Miramar Way and the Second 
Aqueduct.  Approximately 500 
individuals occur within the 
alignment, but the entire population 
extends to the north and south of the 
access road. 

This species was not detected on site.  
Surveys were conducted for this species 
during April and May.  This species 
occurs elsewhere on MCAS Miramar.   

Knotweed spineflower 
(Chorizanthe polygonoides var. 
longispina) 
Status: SOC; CNPS: List 1B 

This species was not detected on site.  
Surveys were conducted for this species 
during April and May.  This species occurs 
elsewhere on MCAS Miramar.   

This species was detected on site.  A 
population of approximately 50 
individuals was detected in a vernal 
pool within the proposed access road 
near Miramar Way. 

This species was detected on site.  A 
population of approximately 125 
individuals was detected on the mesa at 
the extreme western end of the proposed 
Santo Road access road.  Another 
population of approximately 100 
individuals was detected on a mesa in 
the central portion of the site. 

Summer holly (Comarostaphylis 
diversifolia ssp. diversifolia) 
Status: SOC; CNPS: List 1B 

This species was not detected on site.  
Surveys were conducted for this species 
during April, May and July.  This species 
occurs elsewhere on MCAS Miramar.   

This species was not detected on site.  
Surveys were conducted for this 
species during April, May and July.  
This species occurs elsewhere on 
MCAS Miramar.   

This species was detected on site.  
Approximately 50 individuals were 
detected on a north-facing slope in the 
central portion of the site.   

San Diego barrel cactus 
(Ferocactus viridescens) 
Status: SOC; CNPS: List 2 

Approximately 139 individuals were 
detected at scattered locations throughout 
the site.  Population sizes varied from 
single individuals to over 60.  Several 
large populations extend beyond the 
boundaries of the proposed project.  
Another 114 individuals occur 
immediately off site. 

Approximately 51 individuals were 
detected at scattered locations 
throughout the site.  Most of these 
populations were of very small sizes.  
One population of 40 individuals 
occurs along the eastern boundary of 
the site.  Another 10 individuals occur 
just off site to the south of the 
proposed access road. 

Approximately 200 individuals were 
detected on site (approximately 25 of 
which are within the Santo Road access 
road alignment).  Several large 
populations extend beyond the 
boundaries of the proposed project.  
Several large populations also occur 
immediately off site.  Approximately 
292 individuals occur immediately off 
site (116 of which are adjacent to the 
Santo Road access road alignment). 



3.7 Biological Resources  
 
 

  
Page 3.7-42 MFH Project EIS 

8K050/CHAPTER 03.07   6/20/03 

     Table 3.7-4.  Continued 
      

Species Name/Sensitivity Status(1) Site 2 Site 3 Site 8 
Cleveland’s golden star 
(Muilla clevelandii) 
Status: SOC; CNPS: List 1B 

This species was not detected on site.  
Surveys were conducted for this species 
during April and May.  This species occurs 
elsewhere on MCAS Miramar.   

This species was detected on site.  
Approximately four individuals of this 
species were detected immediately 
north of the proposed access road. 

Large populations of this species were 
detected on site and immediately off 
site.  Approximately 1,036 individuals 
were detected on site including two 
populations of at least 500 individuals 
each.  Approximately 310 individuals 
were detected immediately off site 
including a population of 300 
individuals. 

Invertebrates 
Hermes copper butterfly 
(Lycaena hermes) 
 

This species was detected on site.  Two of 
the canyons immediately along the 
southern boundary of the site supported 
20-25 and 35-40 adults respectively.  

This species was detected on site.  
Two of the major canyons in the 
eastern portion of the site supported 
40-50 and 70+ adults respectively.  
Published population estimates for this 
species state that few colonies exceed 
50 individuals (Thorne 1963). 

This species was detected on site.  
Approximately 10-20 adults were 
observed along each of the two major 
canyons along the southern boundary of 
the site.  The lower population estimates 
are probably due to fewer nectar sources 
and the populations of redberry 
(Rhamnus crocea) were located on north 
facing slopes within dense sage scrub 
and chaparral. 

Amphibians 
Western spadefoot toad 
(Spea hammondii) 
Status: SOC/CSC 

This species was detected in a pitfall trap 
on site during a habitat use and relative 
density survey of reptiles and amphibians 
on MCAS Miramar by Varanus Biological 
Services (MCAS Miramar 2000b). 

This species was not detected on site 
but is known to occur elsewhere on 
MCAS Miramar. 

This species was not detected on site but 
is known to occur elsewhere on MCAS 
Miramar. 

Reptiles 
San Diego horned lizard 
(Phrynosoma coronatum blainvillei) 
Status: SOC/CSC 

This species was detected on site.   This species was detected on site. This species was detected on site. 

Coronado Island skink (Eumeces 
skiltonianus interparietalis) 
Status: SOC/CSC 

This species was detected in a pitfall trap 
on site during a habitat use and relative 
density survey of reptiles and amphibians 
on MCAS Miramar by Varanus Biological 
Services (MCAS Miramar 2000b). 

This species was not detected on site 
but is known to occur elsewhere on 
MCAS Miramar. 

This species was not detected on site but 
is known to occur elsewhere on MCAS 
Miramar. 
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     Table 3.7-4.  Continued 
      

Species Name/Sensitivity Status(1) Site 2 Site 3 Site 8 
Orange-throated whiptail 
(Cnemidophorus hyperthrus 
beldingi) 
Status: SOC/CSC 

This species was detected on site. This species was detected on site. This species was not detected on site but 
is known to occur elsewhere on MCAS 
Miramar. 

Coastal western whiptail 
(Cnemidophorus tigris 
multiscutatus) 
Status: SOC 

Detected on site in a pitfall trap during a 
habitat use and relative density survey of 
reptiles and amphibians on MCAS 
Miramar by Varanus Biological Services 
(MCAS Miramar 2000b). 

This species was not detected on site 
but is known to occur elsewhere on 
MCAS Miramar. 

This species was not detected on site but 
is known to occur elsewhere on MCAS 
Miramar. 

San Diego ringneck snake 
(Diadophis punctatus similis) 
Status: SOC 

This species was detected on site in a 
pitfall trap during a habitat use and relative 
density survey of reptiles and amphibians 
on MCAS Miramar by Varanus Biological 
Services (MCAS Miramar 2000b). 

This species was not detected on site 
but is known to occur elsewhere on 
MCAS Miramar. 

This species was not detected on site but 
is known to occur elsewhere on MCAS 
Miramar. 

Northern red diamond rattlesnake 
(Crotalus ruber ruber) 
Status: SOC/CSC 

This species was not detected on site but is 
known to occur elsewhere on MCAS 
Miramar. 

This species was detected on site. This species was not detected on site but 
is known to occur elsewhere on MCAS 
Miramar. 

Birds 
Northern harrier (Circus cyaneus) 
Status: CSC 

This species was not detected on site. This species was not detected on site. This species was detected on site. 

Southern California rufous-crowned 
sparrow (Aimophila ruficeps 
canascens) 
Status: SOC/CSC 

This species was detected on site.  This species was detected on site.   This species was detected on site.   

Bell’s sage sparrow 
(Amphiza belli belli) 
Status: SOC 

This species was detected on site. This species was detected on site. This species was detected on site. 

California horned lark  
(Eremophila alpestris actia) 
Status: SOC 

This species was detected on site. This species was detected on site. This species was detected on site. 

Mammals 
San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit 
(Lepus californicus bennettii) 
Status: SOC 

Several individuals were observed on site. Several individuals were observed on 
site. 

Several individuals were observed on 
site. 
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     Table 3.7-4.  Continued 
      

Species Name/Sensitivity Status(1) Site 2 Site 3 Site 8 
 
(1) Status Codes: 
U.S. Fish and Wild Service (USFWS) – SOC = Species of Concern 
California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) – CSC = Species of Special Concern 
California Native Plant Society (CNPS) (Skinner and Pavlik 1994) – List 1B - Plants rare and endangered in California and elsewhere; List 2 - Plants rare, threatened,  

or endangered in California, but more common elsewhere 
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Four plant Species of Regional Special Concern, Cleveland’s golden star (Muilla clevelandii), 
knotweed spineflower, summer holly (Comarostaphylis diversifolia ssp. diversifolia) and San Diego 
barrel cactus; and seven animal Species of Regional Special Concern: Hermes copper butterfly, San 
Diego horned lizard, northern harrier (Circus cyaneus), southern California rufous-crowned sparrow, 
Bell’s sage sparrow, California horned lark, and San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit were either 
detected on Site 8 during recent surveys or were reported there from previous documentation (Figure 
3.7-4).  Table 3.7-4 provides a list of these species, population sizes and their status as well as other 
Species of Regional Special Concern known from the project vicinity. 
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3.8 SOILS AND GEOLOGY 
 
Topography and Geology 
 
MCAS Miramar lies within the Coastal Plains geographic province.  East Miramar, where proposed 
Sites 8, 2, and 3 are located, consists primarily of rolling hills dissected by numerous canyons.  The 
rolling hills are coastal foothills and canyons with slopes ranging from 2 to 50 percent and averaging 
approximately 40 percent.  Elevations within East Miramar range from 500 feet (152 meters) AMSL 
to over 1,000 feet (305 meters) AMSL.   
 
East Miramar is characterized by eroded remnants of former mesa surface underlain by Tertiary age 
sedimentary formations, Cretaceous age granitic rock of the southern California batholith, and 
Jurassic age Santiago Peak Volcanics.  East Miramar is predominantly underlain by the Pomerado 
Conglomerate and Stadium Conglomerate, with smaller portions of alluvium and slopewash, 
Mission Valley Formation, and Linda Vista Formation (Figure 3.8-1). 
 
Pomerado/Stadium Conglomerate (Tp/Tst) 
 
The conglomerate is comprised of fresh rhyolitic cobbles embedded in sandstone.  Pomerado 
conglomerate primarily occurs above an elevation of about 900 feet (274 meters) AMSL, while 
below this elevation Stadium Conglomerate has been mapped underlying Pomerado conglomerate.  
Both Conglomerates are lithologically identical and are subdivided primarily by the Mission Valley 
Formation.  Both conglomerates are relatively massive without distinct layering or bedding.  Near 
surface exposures, the conglomerate tends to be better cemented than the conglomerate materials at 
depth.  These formations tend to be somewhat more resistant to erosion and generally form the 
steeper slopes of canyons and drainages. 
 
It should be noted that the Stadium Conglomerate is recognized as a significant source of aggregate, 
and areas underlain by the conglomerate have been designated as AMineral Resource Zone 2" areas 
by the California Division of Mines and Geology (1992).  Mineral resources are discussed further in 
subsection 3.8.4, below. 
 
Alluvium/Slopewash (Qal/Qsw) 
 
Alluvial deposits underlie the drainage courses within the upper reaches of San Clemente Canyon 
and within the lower portions of unnamed tributary drainages.  The alluvium primarily consists of 
gravelly sand or sandy gravel, with cobbles and boulders.  The alluvium merges with the slopewash, 
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which includes surficial accumulation of soil deposited at the base of slopes and within the 
uppermost reaches of active drainage courses.  The slopewash materials consist of gravelly sands or 
sandy gravels and are often interlayered with clay-rich soil. 
 
Mission Valley Formation (Tmv) 
 
The Mission Valley formation is predominantly a dense, often well-cemented sandstone, which 
locally contains interbedded layers and lenses of claystone.  The weak claystone within the Mission 
Valley Formation tends to be landslide prone, and many ancient landslides have been mapped within 
East Miramar, including ancient landslides within the three potential site locations (URS Greiner 
Woodward Clyde 1999).   
 
Granitic Rock (Kgr) and Santiago Peak Volcanics (Jsp) 
 
Isolated outcroppings of granitic rock and volcanic rock are mapped along the southern border of the 
Air Station of East Miramar, while granitic outcrops and volcanics are found further to the north. 
 
Soils 
 
Soils mapped within East Miramar, where sites 8, 2, and 3 are located, include clay and loamy 
deposits derived from sedimentary bedrock.  Slopewash deposits occupy the lower flanks of canyons 
while alluvial soils occupy canyons and tributary drainages.  The majority of the soils within East 
Miramar are Redding cobbly loam (RfF). Other soils on site include sandy loams (Chesterton, 
Cieneba, and Friant), and riverwash (Figure 3.8-2). 
 
Most of the soil types within East Miramar are considered highly erodible due to slope steepness, 
shallow depth to bedrock or hardpan, or high silt content (SCS 1973).  The Redding soils are 
characterized by very slow infiltration after becoming saturated, and consequently have high surface 
runoff and high erosion and slope failure potential after significant rainfall has occurred.  Individual 
soils found within the three potential site locations are listed below. 
 
Cieneba rocky coarse sandy loam, eroded, 9 to 30 percent slopes (CmE2) 
 
This soil has rolling to hilly topography with rock outcrops on about 10 percent of its surface, very 
large grandioritic boulders on about 20 percent of its surface, and is only 5 to 10 inches (.12 to .25 
meter) deep over hard granodiorite.  The soil is excessively drained with severe erodability and low 
shrink swell behavior.  This soil is found within the southern portion of Site 8. 



MIRAMAR RD

PO
M

ER
AD

O
 R

D

IN
TER

STATE 805

CLAIREMONT MESA BLVD

MIRAMAR WY

SA
N

TO
 R

D

CARROLL RD

R
U

FF
IN

 R
D

B
LA

C
K

 M
O

U
N

TA
IN

 R
D

CARROLL CANYON RD

C
O

N
V

O
Y

 S
T

CAMINO RUIZ

MIRAMAR WY

City of
Santee

Mira Mesa Scripps Ranch

Tierrasanta

MCAS Miramar

NAP

!"#C

<=x

<=Ú

%&'U
Ql

Tp Tst

Ql

Tst

Qln

Tmv

Qln

Tst

Tst

Qln

Tst

Tf

Tst

Tp

Tst

Qlb

Tmv

Ql

Tst

Ql

Tp
Tmv

Qal/Qsw

Qal/Qsw

Tst

Kg

Tmv

Tst

Tp

Qlb

Tst

Tst Ql

Qal/Qsw

Tp

Tst

Tst

Qal/Qsw

Ql

Ql

Tf

Tmv

Qal/Qsw

Tmv

Tst

Tst

Tp

Tst

Qln

Qsw

Ql

Tf

Qt

Ql

Tst
Tst

Qt

Tmv

Tf

Tmv

Tmv

Tf

Tf

Tst

Qal/Qsw

Tsc

Jsp

Tsc

Qln

Jsp
Tf

Tmv

Tmv

Ql

Tsc

Tp

Qln

Tf

Tst

Tst

Tst

Tst

Qln
Tf

Ql

Tst

Ql

Qal/Qsw

Tmv

Qal/Qsw

Tst

Tp

Tf
Tf

Tst

Tst

Tst

Tst

Tp

Tmv

Qlb

Kg

Tsc

Tst

Qt

Tf

Qt

Tst

Tst

Tsc

Tst

Tp

Tf

Qls

Jsp

Tmv

Water

Tst

Tf

Tst

Tp

Water

Qt

Tp

Tf

Tsc

Kg

Tst

Tsc

Qsw

Tmv

Tp

Ql

Water

Tst

Tmv

Tsc

Qal/Qsw

Tsc

Qal/Qsw

Qln

Water

Tst

Tmv

Qal/Qsw

Tsc

Qln

Kg

Tp

Qal/Qsw

Tst

Tmv

Tmv

Tp

Tp

Tmv

SITE 2

SITE 3

SITE 8

Page x-xx

4500 0 4500 9000 Feet

Source: Alternative Site Footprints: KTU+A; Roads: SANDAG; NAP: Not A Part: Geology: DON 1999

Figure 3.8-1
MCAS Miramar Geology

MFH Project EIS
GIS\8k050\GIS\figure3-8-1.apr  SP83fF6  (T.Jester)  10/28/02

Project Area Geology

Qt
PLEISTOCENE STREAM
TERRACE DEPOSITS

Ql

Qln PLEISTOCENE NEARSHORE DEPOSITS

Qlb PLEISTOCENE BEACH DEPOSITS

Qls HOLOCENE LANDSLIDE DEPOSITS

Qal
Qsw

HOLOCENE RECENT
ALLUVIUM AND SLOPEWASH

Kg GRANITIC

Jsp SANTIAGO PEAK VOLCANICS

Tp TERTIARY POMERADO CONGLOMERATE

TERTIARY SCRIPPS FORMATION

Tmv TERTIARY MISSION VALLEY FORMATION

Tf TERTIARY FRIARS FORMATION

Water WATER

Tst TERTIARY STADIUM CONGLOMERATE

Qsw

Tsc

Scale:  1:54,000; 1 inch = 4500 feet

Page 3.8-3



MIRAMAR RD

PO
M

ER
AD

O
 R

D

IN
TER

STATE 805

CLAIREMONT MESA BLVD

MIRAMAR WY

SA
N

TO
 R

D

CARROLL RD

R
U

FF
IN

 R
D

B
LA

C
K

 M
O

U
N

TA
IN

 R
D

CARROLL CANYON RD

C
O

N
V

O
Y

 S
T

CAMINO RUIZ

MIRAMAR WY

City of
Santee

Mira Mesa Scripps Ranch

Tierrasanta

MCAS Miramar

NAP

!"#C

!"#C
<=Ú

<=x

<=Ú

%&'U

%&'U

RfF

RdC

RdC

RfF

CfB

RdC

RdC

TeF

SvE

TeF

Rm

TeF

ReE

VbB

Rm

Rm

TeF

CfB

Gr
Rm

TeF

RfF

RfF

Rm

ReE

FxG

ReE

CbB

TeF
TeF

FxE

RfF

SvE

ReE

TeF

TeF

RfF

SvE

RfF

TeF

RdC

TeF

SvE

CbB

ReE

RdC

SnG

TeF

GaF TeF

AtE

RfF

TeF

DoE

ReE

ReE

OhF RfF

RdC

CmE2RdC

ReE

RfF

ReE

RdC

CfC

ReE

ReE

RdC

RdC

ReE

RfF

ReE

Rm

RdC

RdC

ReE

AtD

RdC

RdC

ReE

ReE

RdC

ReE

ReE

OhF

AtE

DaE

AtD

ReE

OhE

TeF

ReE

OhE

OhF

RdC

ReE

ReE

SvE

ReE

ReE

ReE

RdC

RdC

ReE

ReE

ReE

TeF

CfD2

ReE
OhC

ReE

LvF3

VbB

OhF

RfF

RdC

TeF

RfF

OhF

ReE RdC

ReE

OhF

RdC

ReE

VbB

OhF

RfF

RdC

RfF

OhE

OhF

SITE 2

SITE 3

SITE 8

Page x-xx

4500 0 4500 9000 Feet

Source: Roads: SANDAG; Soils: DON 1999

Figure 3.8-2
MCAS Miramar Soils

MFH Project EIS
GIS\8k050\APR\btr\figure3-8.2.apr  SP83fF6  (T.Jester) 12/9/02

Project Area Soils

CmE2 CIENABA

DaE DIABLO

CfD2 CHESTERTON

CfB CHESTERTON

CbB CARLSBAD

CtE CHESTERTON

AtE ALAMENT

AtD ALAMENT

GaF GAVIOTA

Gr GREENFIELD

FxG FRIANT

FxE FRIANT

TeF CLIFFS

VsB VISALIA

SvF STONYLAND

SmC SAN MIGUEL - EXCHEQUER

OhE OLIVENHAIN

OhF OLIVENHAIN

OhC OLIVENHAIN

GaF ALLUVIAL HUERHUERO

RfF REDDING

Rm RIVERWASH

ReE REDDING

RdC REDDING

DIABLODoE

Scale: 1:54,000; 1 inch =   4500

Page 3.8-5



3.8 Soils and Geology  
 

 

  
MFH Project EIS  Page 3.8-7 
8K050/CHAPTER 03.08   6/20/03 

 
Friant rocky fine sandy loam, 9 to 30 percent slopes (FxE) 
 
This soil is rolling to hilly and is 3 to 12 inches (.07 to .30 meter) deep over hard rock.  It is well 
drained and formed from material weathered from fine grained metasedimentary rock.  Runoff is 
medium to rapid, erosion hazard is moderate to high, and shrink swell behavior is low.  This soil is 
located within the southeastern portion of Site 8. 
 
Friant rocky fine sandy loam, 30 to 70 percent slopes (FxG) 
 
This soil is similar to Friant, rocky fine sandy loam, 9 to 30 percent, described above.  Runoff is very 
rapid, erosion hazard high to very high, and shrink swell behavior is low.  This soil is located in the 
southeastern portion of Site 8. 
 
Redding gravelly loam, 2 to 9 percent slopes (RdC) 
 
This soil is undulating to gently rolling and topography is hummocky.  The broad, low hummocks 
are locally known as mimamounds.  Redding soils consist of well drained, undulating to steep 
gravelly loams that have a gravelly clay subsoil and a hardpan.  These soils formed in old mixed 
cobbly and gravelly alluvium.  Permeability is slow, runoff is slow to medium, erosion hazard slight 
to moderate, and the shrink swell behavior moderate.  This soil is found along the access roads of 
both Site 3 and Site 8. 
 
Redding cobbly loam, 9 to 30 percent slopes (ReE) 
 
This soil is similar to Redding gravelly loam 2 to 9 percent, described above.  It is strongly sloping 
to moderately steep and is 10 to 20 inches (.25 to .50 meter) deep over a hardpan with few 
hummocks.  Cobblestones comprise about 20 to 30 percent of the surface and 25 to 35 percent of the 
subsoil. Runoff is medium to rapid, erosion hazard moderate to high, and shrink swell behavior is 
high.  It is located along the access for Site 3. 
 
Redding cobbly loam, dissected, 15 to 59 percent slopes (RfF) 
 
This moderately steep to steep soil is 10 to 18 inches (.25 to .45 meter) deep over a hardpan.  The 
landscape is characterized by many narrow, tortuous divides, V-shaped valley bottoms, and steep 
side slopes.  There are no hummocks.  The clay subsoil and hardpan are lacking in a few areas 
adjacent to the valley bottoms and along the entrenched side slope drainageways.  The surface layer 
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is 20 to 30 percent cobblestones and the subsoil is 25 to 30 percent cobblestones.  Runoff is medium 
to rapid, erosion hazard is moderate to high, and shrink swell behavior is high.  This soil comprises 
all of Site 2 and the majority of Site 3 and Site 8. 
 
Riverwash (Rm) 
 
Riverwash occurs in intermittent stream channels.  The material is typically sandy, gravelly, or 
cobbly.  It is excessively drained and rapidly permeable.  Many areas are barren with sparse shrubs 
and forbs.  It has severe erodibility and a low shrink swell behavior.  This soil is crossed by the 
access to Site 8. 
 
Seismic Setting 
 
Regional seismic activity is primarily associated with earthquakes.  Geologic hazards related to 
earthquakes include landslides, faulting, liquefaction, and ground shaking.  Landslides, faulting, and 
liquefaction occur to varying degrees throughout undeveloped portions of San Diego County and 
pose constraints to future development where it occurs. 
 
The California Division of Mines and Geology classifies faults as either active or potentially active, 
according to the Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zone Act of 1972 (California Division of Mines and 
Geology 1997).  An active fault is one which has shown surface displacement within the Holocene 
Epoch (the last 11,000 years).  The California Division of Mines and Geology suggests that this 
definition be used to evaluate faults located within a 60-mile (96-kilometer) radius of a project site.  
A potentially active fault is defined as one which has exhibited surface displacement during the 
Pleistocene Epoch (from about 1.6 million years ago to about 11,000 years ago). 
 
MCAS Miramar is located in a highly active seismic region.  Five known active faults are located 
within a 60-mile (96-kilometer) radius of East Miramar (Figure 3.8-3).  However, the area where 
sites 8, 2, and 3 are located is not known to be directly underlain by or within 500 feet (152 meters) 
of active or potentially active faults.  Although East Miramar is not historically known for major 
seismic activity, it is rated as having a moderate damage susceptibility related to ground shaking 
because of its proximity to regional and local fault systems.  The nearest active faults are the Rose 
Canyon Fault and Elsinore Fault, located approximately 14 miles (23 kilometers) to the west and 27 
miles (43 kilometers) to the northeast, respectively.  The La Nacion Fault is considered potentially 
active and is mapped about 10 miles (16 kilometers) to the southeast.  The Rose Canyon and 
Elsinore faults, along with other more distant earthquake sources, represent seismic hazards capable 
of producing strong seismic shaking for the East Miramar sites.  Based on mapping by California 
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Division of Mines and Geology in 1992, the Maximum Credible Earthquake (MCE) assigned to the 
Rose Canyon Fault zone and Elsinore Fault could produce peak horizontal accelerations of up to 
about 0.3g.  Potential seismic hazards are typically reduced by modern building codes incorporating 
up-to-date earthquake resistant design.  For this purpose, all of San Diego County is currently 
assigned to Uniform Building Code Zone 4.   
 
The Rose Canyon Fault is capable of generating peak ground and repeatable high ground 
accelerations of 0.48 and 0.31 times the acceleration of gravity, respectively.  The Modified Mercalli 
earthquake intensity designations, which qualify earthquake intensities in terms of potential effects 
on people and structures.  An earthquake associated with the Rose Canyon Fault zone could result in 
a Modified Mercalli intensity of VIII to IX. 
 
An additional potential concern is the cumulative damage from repeated cycles of less intense 
shaking.  For design purposes, this concept is known as repeatable high ground acceleration.  
Evaluation of repeatable high ground acceleration during design of a project involves consideration 
of the full extent of ground acceleration values and duration, as opposed to a single high peak.  The 
basic rationale of repeatable high ground acceleration is that a single peak of intense motion may 
contribute less to cumulative damage than several, less intense, events.  Repeatable high ground 
acceleration is generally given as 65 percent of peak acceleration values for areas within 20 miles 
(32 kilometers) of an earthquake epicenter, and approaches 100 percent at greater distances based on 
the more rapid attenuation of peak bedrock acceleration (Ploessel and Slosson 1974).  The estimated 
repeatable high ground acceleration for the project area is 0.31g (DON 1996). 
 
Ground Rupture 
 
Seismically induced ground rupture is defined as the physical displacement of surface deposits as a 
result of earthquake generated seismic waves, and generally occurs along faults.  The East Miramar  
area is not known to be directly underlain by active or potentially active faults; therefore, no 
potential hazard due to ground surface rupture exists. 
 
Liquefaction 
 
Liquefaction is the transformation from a solid to a liquid state as a result of increased pore pressure 
and reduced effective stress from earthquake vibrations.  For liquefaction to occur, loose, 
unconsolidated silts or sands are required to exist at or near the groundwater table.  Liquefaction 
susceptibility is primarily a function of age, density, depth of sediment, and depth to groundwater.  
Generally, liquefaction susceptibility decreases as the depth to groundwater increases because the 
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normal effective stress acting on saturated sediment is greater (DON 1996).  The poorly consolidated 
and younger alluvium which occupies the canyon areas has a moderate to high potential for 
liquefaction, while the potential for liquefaction for the remainder of East Miramar is very low due 
to the relatively well consolidated and dense nature of the earth materials and the lack of shallow 
groundwater table. 
 
Landslides 
 
Several ancient landslides have been mapped within Site 3 and Site 8  (URS Greiner Woodward 
Clyde 1999).  Geotechnical investigation specifically for Site 2 has not been performed. 
 
Mineral Resources 
 
As noted above, Stadium Conglomerate is recognized as a significant source of aggregate, and areas 
underlain by the conglomerate have been designated as "Mineral Resource Zone 2" areas by the 
California Division of Mines and Geology (1992).  The Mineral Resource Zone 2 area underlying 
MCAS Miramar extends from San Clemente Canyon in the south to Kearny Mesa in the north and is 
a major source of coarse aggregate material.  Permits for aggregate material extraction in the area 
south of the Main Station and adjacent to the Miramar Landfill have been issued in the past.  Mineral 
extraction continues to occur in this area.  Stadium Conglomerate has been mined for many years as 
a source of aggregate in areas west and east of MCAS Miramar. 
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3.9 WATER RESOURCES 
 
Hydrology 
 
MCAS Miramar is located within the Peñasquitos and San Diego Hydrographic Units, as shown on 
Figure 3.9-1.  Site 8 is located within the Santee and Mission San Diego Hydrographic Subareas of 
the San Diego Hydrographic Unit.  Site 2 is located within the Poway Hydrographic Subunit of the 
Peñasquitos Hydrographic Unit.  Site 3 is located within the Soledad and Miramar Hydrographic 
Subunits of the Peñasquitos Hydrographic Unit.  The Peñasquitos Hydrographic Unit includes an 
area of approximately 170 square miles (440.2 sq km), which is drained by three principal streams: 
Los Peñasquitos, San Clemente, and Rose Canyon Creeks (Figure 3.9-2). The Santee Hydrographic 
Subarea in the vicinity of MCAS  Miramar is drained by Sycamore Canyon and West Sycamore 
Canyon Creeks. Average rainfall in the area is about 9 to 14 inches (0.2 to 0.3 meter) annually 
(Regional Water Quality Control Board [RWQCB] 1975). 
 
Surface Water  
 
MCAS Miramar is located within the coastal plain of San Diego County. Surface elevations of  East 
Miramar, range from 700 to 1,000 feet (213 to 305 meters) AMSL. Surface elevations of Sites 8, 2, 
and 3 range from approximately 750 to 900 feet (229 to 274 meters) AMSL, 800 to 1,000 feet (244 
to 305 meters) AMSL, and 700 to 900 feet (213 to 274 meters) AMSL, respectively. MCAS 
Miramar is primarily located within the San Clemente and Rose Canyon drainage basins, which 
converge 3 miles (4.8 kilometers) west of the site. The major streams of the San Clemente and Rose 
Canyons traverse from east to west and intersect several empherial drainages that flow in north/south 
trending canyons. The northeastern portion of MCAS Miramar is located within the Sycamore 
Canyon drainage basin. The primary streams of Sycamore Canyon, including West Sycamore 
Canyon, run from north to south and intersect several ephemeral drainages that flow in east-west 
trending canyons. Surface water in these areas occurs primarily as overland sheet flow during 
periods of heavy rainfall in early spring and winter. Due to low average annual rainfall, surface 
water runoff is relatively low (RWQCB 1975). Surface water runoff from MCAS Miramar drains 
primarily into Rose Canyon and to a lesser extent into San Clemente and Sycamore Canyons. 
Drainage occurs via natural topographic gradients and man-made drains. 
 
Investigations of surface water contamination via surface soil and sediment transport has occurred at 
MCAS Miramar (DON 1994). However, no evidence of surface water quality degradation has been 
observed to originate from the Station (DON 1996). 
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Groundwater  
 
Groundwater is not an important resource outside of the major stream channels at MCAS Miramar. 
Recharge occurs mostly during the months of November to April, when approximately 90 percent of 
the annual rainfall occurs. 
 
Groundwater at MCAS Miramar generally occurs in two aquifers: the Quaternary alluvium aquifer 
and the confined regional aquifer of the Scripps Formation. In addition, groundwater potentially 
occurs in the transient, gravity-controlled system within the Stadium Conglomerate and Linda vista 
Formation (City of San Diego 1981). 
 
The Quaternary alluvium aquifer occupies San Clemente, Rose, and Sycamore Canyons. Tributary 
groundwater flows toward these canyons and recharges the groundwater table within the alluvium, 
which occurs at approximately 10 to 25 feet (3.0 to 7.6 meters) below ground surface. This 
groundwater is permanent. The Quaternary alluvium aquifer is not a significant groundwater basin 
(RWQCB 1975).  
 
The confined regional aquifer of the Eocene-aged Scripps Formation occurs within sand and gravel 
layers at a depth of approximately 250 feet (76 meters) below ground surface. Groundwater flow 
direction in this aquifer is predominantly to the west (DON 1991).  Aquacludes occur in the Scripps 
Formation, which consist of low permeability sandy clays and claystones overlying and confining 
the groundwater below. The resulting hydrostatic pressure on the aquifer is sufficient to raise the 
groundwater as much as 100 feet (30.5 meters) above the water table (DON 1996). 
 
Aquacludes of the Stadium Conglomerate and the Linda Vista Formation overlie the regional aquifer 
and the quantity of groundwater is variable and limited. Low annual rainfall, combined with low 
permeability of the Stadium Conglomerate and low average soil moisture, result in limited 
groundwater recharge. 
 
Monitoring wells were installed in proximity to the inactive North Miramar Landfill and Phase I of 
the West Miramar Landfill to comply with California Water Resources Control Board Water Code 
13273 to assess potential threats to water quality and to determine whether hazardous waste leakage 
has occurred. Analytical testing of samples from these wells indicates no semi-volatile organic 
compounds were detected and no individual metal concentrations exceed the Primary Drinking 
Water Standards. The results were reported in the Water Quality Solid Waste Assessment Test. Two 
volatile organic compounds (tetrahydrofurans and toluene) were detected in one well; these 
compounds are commonly a result of drilling fluids and well glues (Metcalf & Eddy 1991).   
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Water quality sampling has also been conducted in the zone above the groundwater table at the toe 
of the Miramar landfills, located south of the base. In sampling locations within the Quaternary 
alluvium and along the alluvium/Stadium Conglomerate boundary, no volatile organic compounds or 
leachates were detected (Metcalf & Eddy 1991).   
 
Groundwater within the regional confined aquifer in the Miramar Subunit has been designated by the 
RWQCB (1975) as having no existing beneficial uses, except industrial service supply east of I-15 as 
a potential beneficial use. Groundwater within the Poway Subunit has been designated by the 
RWQCB as having beneficial uses as municipal, domestic, and agricultural supply and potential 
beneficial use as industrial service supply.  Groundwater within the Santee Hydrographic Subarea 
has been designated by the RWQCB (1975) as having beneficial uses as municipal, domestic, 
agricultural, and industrial service supply; and potential beneficial uses as industrial process supply 
and groundwater recharge. 
 
Floodplains 
 
As depicted on Figure 2-1, development within the 100-year floodplains on MCAS Miramar was 
considered to be a fatal flaw during site selection.  Each of the proposed sites on MCAS Miramar, 
Site 8, 2, and 3, are located entirely outside of the 100-year floodplain. 
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3.10 HAZARDOUS WASTES, SUBSTANCES, AND MATERIALS 
 
Hazardous substances are those substances defined as hazardous by the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA), 42 U.S.C. § 6901 et seq., and 
the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, 42 U.S.C. § 6901 et seq., as amended.  Hazardous 
substances include but are not limited to hazardous materials as defined under Section 25501 and 
hazardous wastes defined under 24117 of the California Health and Safety Code, respectively. 
 
For a discussion of unexploded ordnance, please see Sections 3.14 and 4.14. 
 
No known hazardous waste storage areas, storage tanks, hazardous waste release sites, or hazardous 
substances or materials exist within Sites 8, 2, and 3.  Each of the sites is predominantly undisturbed 
and no previous development exists.  Therefore, radon is not a concern at the MCAS Miramar sites. 
 
Hazardous materials are stored and used, and hazardous wastes generated in other areas of MCAS 
Miramar, primarily within the Main Station.  The Station’s Installation Restoration Program (IRP) is 
a Department of the Navy program for the evaluation and clean-up of sites where past Navy or 
Marine Corps practices resulted in the contamination of soils, groundwater, or other media by 
hazardous substances.  An Initial Assessment Study to identify areas of contamination was initially 
conducted in 1984.  Since that time, the IRP has performed ongoing response actions to investigate 
the release of hazardous substances, pollutants, and contaminants into the environment and selecting 
and implementing appropriate remedial and removal actions addressing such releases. To date, a 
total of 17 sites have been studied, with seven sites currently requiring further characterization or 
remedial action.  One of the seven sites is located within East Miramar (DON 1999).  This site is 
known as IRP Site 9, “Old Camp Elliott Impact Area.”  Because this site is an impact area, please 
see Section 3.14.1, Unexploded Ordnance, where this site is further addressed. 
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3.11 TRAFFIC/CIRCULATION 
 
This chapter describes existing traffic circulation conditions and evaluates roadway (both surface 
street and freeway) segments and intersections that could potentially be impacted by implementation 
of the proposed project.  A brief summary of the methodology used to establish the existing 
conditions is provided.  In addition, the level of service (LOS) for the roadway segments and 
intersections potentially impacted by the three MFH sites is provided separately. 
 
The complete traffic technical analysis, Traffic Impact Analysis and Freeway Impact Analysis, is 
included in the EIS as Appendix C. 
 
Analysis Methodology 
 
The traffic analyses prepared for roadway segments and intersections were performed in accordance 
with City of San Diego requirements.  The study area roadway segments and intersections were 
chosen for analysis based on their proximity to the project sites and their propensity to carry project-
related traffic. 
 
Roadway Segment LOS Analysis 
 
LOS is a letter designation, ranging from A through F, that describes the range of operating 
conditions on a particular type of roadway facility.  LOS A and LOS B indicate free flow travel, 
while LOS C indicates stable traffic flow.  LOS D indicates the beginning of traffic congestion, 
while LOS E indicates the nearing of traffic breakdown conditions.  LOS F indicates stop-and-go 
traffic conditions. 
 
Roadway LOS standards and thresholds provide the basis for analyzing roadway segment 
performance.  The analysis of roadway segment LOS is based on the functional classification of the 
roadway, the maximum desirable capacity, roadway geometrics, and existing or forecasted average 
daily traffic (ADT) volumes.  Table 3.11-1 presents the roadway segment capacity and LOS 
standards utilized to analyze arterial roadways in the cities of San Diego and Poway, which were 
applied according to the location of the roadway segment. 
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Table 3.11-1.  Roadway Classifications 
Daily Segment Capacity and LOS Standards 

  
Capacity (ADT) and LOS 

Functional Classification A B C D E 
City of San Diego 
Major Street (6 lanes) 20,000 28,000 40,000 45,000 50,000 
Major Street (4 lanes) 15,000 21,000 30,000 35,000 40,000 
Collector (4 lanes) 10,000 14,000 20,000 25,000 30,000 
Collector (3 lanes) 5,000 7,000 10,000 13,000 15,000 
Collector (2 lanes) 4,000 5,500 7,500 9,000 10,000 
City of Poway 
Prime Arterial (6 lanes) 25,000 35,000 50,000 55,000 60,000 
Major Arterial (6 lanes) 20,000 28,000 40,000 45,000 50,000 
Major Arterial (4 lanes) 15,000 21,000 30,000 35,000 40,000 
Collector (4 lanes) 10,000 14,000 20,000 25,000 30,000 
Collector (2 lanes w/left turn lane) 5,000 7,000 10,000 13,000 15,000 
Collector (2 lanes) 4,000 5,500 7,500 9,000 10,000 

 
 
These standards are generally used as long-range planning guidelines to determine the functional 
classification of roadways.  The actual functional capacity of roadway facilities can vary by the 
actual characteristics that exist on each facility under review.  Typically, the performance and LOS 
of a roadway segment is based on the ability of the arterial intersections to accommodate peak hour 
volumes.  For the purposes of this traffic analysis, LOS D was considered acceptable for roadway 
segments, assuming adjacent intersection performance is acceptable.  LOS D is the generally 
accepted regional standard for minimum acceptable LOS on arterial roadways.  SANDAG’s 
Regional Growth Management Strategy and the City of San Diego’s Traffic Impact Manual cite 
LOS D as the minimum acceptable LOS on roadways. 
 
Peak Hour Intersection LOS Standards and Thresholds 
 
The signalized and unsignalized intersections analysis utilized the operational analysis procedures 
outlined in the 1997 Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board Special Report 
209.  Using this methodology, LOS is determined based on average stopped delay per vehicle.  
Delay is a measure of driver and/or passenger discomfort, frustration, fuel consumption, and lost 
travel time.  LOS characteristics and average stopped delay for both signalized and unsignalized 
intersections are shown in Table 3.11-2.  
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Table 3.11-2.  Intersection LOS Characteristics 

 

Signalized Intersection 
Unsignalized 
Intersection 

LOS 
Average Stopped 

Delay (Sec) LOS Characteristics 
Average Stopped 

Delay (Sec) 
A <10.0 Operations with very low delay.  This occurs when progression 

is extremely favorable and most vehicles do not stop at all.  
Short cycle lengths may also contribute to low delay. 

<5.0 

B 10.1-20.0 Operations with generally good progression and/or short cycle 
lengths.  More vehicles stop than for LOS A, causing higher 
levels of average delay. 

5.1-10.0 

C 20.1-35.0 Operations with higher delays, which may result from fair 
progression and/or longer cycle lengths. Individual cycle failures 
may begin to appear at this level.  The number of vehicles 
stopping is significant at this level, although many still pass 
through the intersection without stopping. 

10.1-20.0 

D 35.1-55.0 Operations with high delay, resulting from some combination of 
unfavorable progression, long cycle lengths, or high volumes.  
The influence of congestion becomes more noticeable, and 
individual cycle failures are noticeable. 

20.1-30.0 

E 55.1-80.0 The limit of acceptable delay.  Individual cycle failures are 
frequent occurrences. 

30.1-45.0 

F >80.1 A condition of excessively high delay, considered unacceptable 
to most drivers.  This condition often occurs when arrival flow 
rates exceed the LOS D capacity of the intersection.  Poor 
progression and long cycle lengths may also be major 
contributing causes to such delay. 

>45.1 

 
 
LOS D is the generally accepted regional standard for minimum acceptable LOS at intersections.  
SANDAG’s Regional Growth Management Strategy and the City of San Diego’s Traffic Impact 
Manual cite LOS D as the minimum acceptable LOS at intersections. 
 
Freeway Segment LOS Analysis 
 
Freeway analyses were performed in accordance with Caltrans District 11 requirements.  The 
analysis of freeway segment LOS utilized Caltrans District 11 procedures based on methods 
described in the 1997 Highway Capacity Manual.  Determining freeway LOS involves estimating 
vehicle density along freeway segments.  The resulting vehicle density is then compared to accepted 
ranges of vehicle density for LOS A through LOS F on freeway segments.  Ranges of freeway 
segment vehicle densities corresponding to LOS A through LOS F are shown on Table 3.11-3. 
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Computerized freeway segment analysis was performed with Highway Capacity Software, Version 
3.1 (Transportation Research Board). 
 
 

Table 3.11-3.  Highway Capacity Manual Freeway LOS Definitions 
 

LOS Vehicle Density(1) Congestion/Delay Traffic Description 
A 0-10.0 None Free flow. 
B 10.1-16.0 None Free to stable flow, light to moderate volumes. 
C 16.1-24.0 None to Minimal Stable flow, moderate volumes, freedom to maneuver 

noticeably restricted. 
D 24.1-32.0 Minimal to 

Substantial 
Approaches unstable flow, heavy volumes, very limited 
freedom to maneuver. 

E 32.1-45.0 Significant Extremely unstable flow, maneuverability and 
psychological comfort extremely poor. 

F >45.0 Considerable Forced or breakdown flow.  Delay measured in average 
travel speed (MPH).  Signalized segments experience 
delays greater than 60.0 seconds per vehicle. 

(1) Passenger cars/mile/lane 
 
 
SANDAG’s Regional Growth Management Strategy recommends LOS A through LOS E as 
acceptable for freeways while Caltrans recommends LOS A through LOS C as acceptable for their 
facilities.  The SANDAG standard is generally accepted by local agencies in the San Diego region. 
The Caltrans standard was established to cover a statewide region, including less urbanized areas.  
All adjustment factors utilized in the analysis of freeway segments were obtained from field reviews, 
Caltrans, or the 1997 Highway Capacity Manual’s recommended default values. 
 
Study area freeways are defined as those to which a proposed housing site would add 150 or more 
peak hour trips to mainline freeway segments in the peak direction, as defined by the 1994 
Congestion Management Program Guidelines.  This was determined by reviewing the Site 8A and 
Site 8B, Site 2, and Site 3 trip distributions and assignment of peak hour trip to the regional freeway 
system.  Freeway segments that are within the MCAS Miramar study area are: 
 
• I-15 - Miramar Road to Miramar Way 
• I-15 - Miramar Way to SR 163 
• I-15 - SR 163 to SR 52 
• SR 163 - I-15 to SR 52 
• SR 52 - I-15 to Santo Road interchange 
• SR 52 - Santo Road interchange to New Site 8B interchange. 
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Existing Roadway Network 
 
The existing roadway network for MCAS Miramar includes both surface street roadways and limited 
access freeways.  These roadways are listed in Table 3.11-4. 
 
 

Table 3.11-4.  MCAS Miramar – Roadway Segment LOS Analysis – Existing Conditions 
 

Segment Jurisdiction 
Existing  

Cross Section 

LOS D 
Threshold 

ADT ADT V/C LOS 

Santo Road 

SR 52 WB Ramps to Portobello Drive San Diego 4-Lane Major 35,000 17,200 0.43 B 

Portobello Drive to  
Clairemont Mesa Boulevard San Diego 4-Lane Major 35,000 13,900 0.35 A 

Clairemont Mesa Boulevard to  
Tierrasanta Boulevard San Diego 4-Lane Major 35,000 11,100 0.28 A 

Tierrasanta Boulevard to Aero Drive San Diego 4-Lane Major 35,000 11,400 0.29 A 

Portobello Drive 

Santo Road to Villarica Way San Diego 2-Lane Collector 9,000 6,200 0.62 C 

Clairemont Mesa Boulevard 

I-15 NB Ramps to Santo Road San Diego 4-Lane Major 35,000 17,200 0.43 B 

Santo Road to La Cuenta Drive San Diego 4-Lane Major 35,000 10,000 0.25 A 

Tierrasanta Boulevard 

I-15 NB Ramps to Santo Road San Diego 6-Lane Major 45,000 22,600 0.45 B 

Santo Road to La Cuenta Drive San Diego 6-Lane Major 45,000 21,600 0.43 B 

Kearny Villa Road 

Black Mountain Road to Miramar Road San Diego 4-Lane Major 35,000 13,600 0.34 A 

Miramar Road to Miramar Way San Diego 4-Lane Major 35,000 22,300 0.56 C 

Miramar Way to 163 SB Ramps San Diego 4-Lane Major 35,000 28,200 0.71 C 

SR 163 SB Ramps to Ruffin Road San Diego 4-Lane Major 35,000 12,400 0.31 A 

Miramar Way 

I-15 NB Ramps to  
Kearny Villa Road NB Ramps San Diego 2-Lane Collector 9,000 14,100 1.41 F 

Kearny Villa Road NB Ramps to  
East Gate San Diego 4-Lane Major 35,000 15,200 0.51 C 

Miramar Road 

I-15 to Kearny Villa Road San Diego 6-Lane Prime 55,000 66,800 1.11 F 

Kearny Villa Road to Mitscher Way San Diego 6-Lane Prime 55,000 65,600 1.09 F 

Mitscher Way to Miramar Way San Diego 6-Lane Prime 55,000 58,400 0.97 E 

Mitscher Way 

Miramar Road to Miramar Way San Diego 4-Lane Collector 25,000 14,500 0.48 C 
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Table 3.11-4.  Continued 
 

Segment Jurisdiction 
Existing  

Cross Section 

LOS D 
Threshold 

ADT ADT V/C LOS 
Pomerado Road 

Robinson Boulevard to Poway Road Poway 4-Lane Major 35,000 23,000 0.58 C 

Poway Road to Metate Lane Poway 4-Lane Major 35,000 17,400 0.44 B 

Metate Lane to Scripps Poway Pkwy Poway 4-Lane Major 35,000 12,700 0.32 A 

Scripps Poway Pkwy to  
Spring Canyon Road San Diego 2-Lane Collector 9,000 13,000 1.30 F 

Spring Canyon Road to  
Semillon Boulevard San Diego 2-Lane Collector 9,000 12,000 1.20 F 

Semillon Boulevard to  
Avenida Magnifica San Diego 2-Lane Collector 9,000 16,600 1.67 F 

Avenida Magnifica to  
Scripps Ranch Boulevard San Diego 2-Lane Collector 9,000 18,600 1.86 F 

Scripps Ranch Boulevard to  
Willow Creek Road San Diego 2-Lane Collector 9,000 20,400 2.04 F 

Willow Creek Road to I-15 San Diego 2-Lane Collector 9,000 29,500 2.95 F 

Poway Road 

Poway City Limit to Pomerado Road Poway 4-Lane Major 35,000 33,400 0.84 D 

Pomerado Road to Carriage Road Poway 4-Lane Major 35,000 34,100 0.85 D 

Scripps Poway Pkwy 

Poway City Limit to Pomerado Road Poway 6-Lane Prime 55,000 28,900 0.48 B 

Pomerado Road to Kirkham Road Poway 6-Lane Prime 55,000 32,900 0.55 B 

Spring Canyon Road 

Semillon Boulevard to Pomerado Road San Diego 4-Lane Collector 25,000 2,500 0.08 A 

Scripps Ranch Boulevard 

Aviary Drive to Pomerado Road San Diego 4-Lane Major 35,000 7,500 0.19 A 

Source:  SANDAG, San Diego Region Average Weekday Traffic Volumes 1994-1998 
Note:  Bold letter indicates substandard LOS E or LOS F. 

 
 
Existing Roadway Conditions 
 
Existing LOS analysis of study area surface streets and freeways was conducted utilizing the 
methodology discussed in Subsection 3.11.1.  The results of these analyses are shown in Figure 
3.11-1, which displays existing surface street and freeway segment ADT within the MCAS Miramar 
study area.  Table 3.11-4 (surface street segments) and Table 3.11-5 (freeway segments) list the 
existing roadway conditions including LOS D threshold (acceptable LOS), ADT, volume to capacity 
(V/C) ratio, and LOS.  Thirty-four surface street segments and six freeway segments were analyzed 
for MCAS Miramar. 
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 Table 3.11-5.  MCAS Miramar – Freeway Segment Peak Hour LOS - Existing Conditions 
 

Freeway Segment Lanes ADT 

Peak 
Hour 

Percent (1) 
Direction
al Split (2)

Vehicle 
Density LOS 

I-15 
Miramar Road to Miramar Way 10 262,000 8 63 3,085 F 
Miramar Way to SR 163 10 263,000 8 63 3,097 F 
SR 163 to SR 52 10 118,000 9 63 22 C 
SR 163 
I-15 to SR 52 8 164,000 9 73 3,050 F 
SR 52 
I-15 to Santo Road interchange 6 63,000 12 80 26 D 
Santo Road interchange to  
Site 8B interchange 6 56,000 12 80 23 C 
(1) Percentage of traffic occurring during the peak hour (7:00 to 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 to 6:00 p.m.) 
(2) Percentage of peak hour traffic traveling in the peak direction.  Directional split percentages were obtained 

from historical data published in the Caltrans 1996 Traffic Volumes report. 
Note: Bold letter indicates unacceptable LOS F. 

 
 
As indicated in Table 3.11-4, ten surface street segments are currently operating at an unacceptable 
LOS (LOS E or LOS F): 
 
• Miramar Way - I-15 northbound ramps to Kearny Villa Road northbound ramps 
• Miramar Road - I-15 to Kearny Villa Road 
• Miramar Road - Kearny Villa Road to Mitscher Way 
• Miramar Road - Mitscher Way to Miramar Way 
• Pomerado Road - Scripps Poway Parkway to Spring Canyon Road  
• Pomerado Road - Spring Canyon Road to Semillon Boulevard 
• Pomerado Road - Semillon Boulevard to Avenida Magnifica 
• Pomerado Road - Avenida Magnifica to Scripps Ranch Boulevard 
• Pomerado Road - Scripps Ranch Boulevard to Willow Creek Road 
• Pomerado Road - Willow Creek Road to I-15 
 
Three of the six freeway segments in the MCAS Miramar study area are currently operating at an 
unacceptable LOS (LOS D, LOS E, or LOS F): 
 
• I-15 - Miramar Road to Miramar Way 
• I-15 - Miramar Way to SR 163 
• SR 163 - I-15 to SR 52 
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Existing Intersection Conditions 
 
Fifteen key intersections were analyzed within the MCAS Miramar study area under existing 
conditions.  Figure 3.11-1 displays existing surface street and freeway segment ADTs within the 
MCAS Miramar area.  Table 3.11-6 indicates AM and PM peak hour intersection delays and LOS.  
All MCAS Miramar study area intersections are currently operating at acceptable LOS with the 
exception of the following four intersections: 
 
• Miramar Road/Kearny Villa Road (AM peak hour) 
• Mitscher Way/Miramar Road (PM peak hour) 
• Kearny Villa Road Southbound Ramps/Miramar Way (PM peak hour) 
• I-15 Southbound Ramps/Miramar Way (AM peak hour) 
 
 

Table 3.11-6.  MCAS Miramar – Peak Hour Intersection LOS Analysis –  
Existing Conditions 

 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Intersection Delay (sec) LOS Delay (sec) LOS 

Pomerado Road/Poway Road 28.9 C 34.0 C 
Pomerado Road/Scripps Poway Pkwy 25.4 C 29.8 C 
Pomerado Road/Spring Canyon Road/Cypress Canyon Dr. 29.1 C 33.0 C 
Pomerado Road/Scripps Ranch Boulevard 30.0 C 19.6 B 
Pomerado Road/I-15 NB Off Ramp 13.8 B 17.2 B 
Miramar Road/I-15 SB Off Ramp 26.3 C 16.2 B 
Miramar Road/Kearny Villa Road 65.9 E 40.9 D 
Mitscher Way/Miramar Road 43.5 D 140.6 F 
Kearny Villa Road  SB Ramps/Miramar Way (unsignalized)(1) 27.3 D 39.2 E 
Kearny Villa Road NB Ramps/Miramar Way (unsignalized)(1) 33.8 D 25.7 D 
I-15 SB Ramps/Miramar Way (unsignalized)(1) 48.4 E 21.4 C 
Santo Road/SR 52 EB Ramps (unsignalized)(1) 11.7 B 22.4 C 
Santo Road/Portobello Drive  22.9 C 24.1 C 
Santo Road/Clairemont Mesa Drive  37.0 D 36.0 D 
Santo Road/Tierrasanta Boulevard  35.4 D 27.9 C 
(1) Two-way stop controlled intersection.  Delay represents the worst stopping approach only. 
Note: Bold letter indicates substandard LOS E or LOS F. 
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Figure 3.11-1
MCAS Miramar

Existing Roadway Segments and  Traffic Volumes
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3.12 AIR QUALITY 
 
Environmental Setting, Climate, and Meteorology 
 
The alternative sites are located in the San Diego Air Basin (SDAB), which is contiguous with San 
Diego County.  The climate of San Diego County is characterized by warm, dry summers and mild, 
wet winters.  One of the main determinants of the climatology is a semi-permanent high-pressure 
area (the Pacific High) in the eastern Pacific Ocean.  In the summer, this pressure center is located 
well to the north, causing storm tracks to be directed north of California.  This high pressure cell 
maintains clear skies for much of the year.  When the Pacific High moves southward during the 
winter, this pattern changes, and low-pressure storms are brought into the region, causing 
widespread precipitation.  In San Diego County, the months of heaviest precipitation are November 
through April, averaging about 9 to 14 inches (0.22 to 0.36 meters) annually.  The mean temperature 
is 62.2 degrees Fahrenheit (°F), and the mean maximum and mean minimum temperatures are 
75.7°F and 48.5°F, respectively. 
 
The Pacific High also influences the wind patterns of California.  The predominant wind directions 
at the alternative sites are westerly and west-southwesterly during all four seasons, and the average 
annual wind speed is 5.6 miles per hour. 
 
A common atmospheric condition known as a temperature inversion affects air quality in San Diego.  
During an inversion, air temperatures get warmer rather than cooler with increasing height.  
Subsidence inversions occur during the warmer months (May through October) as descending air 
associated with the Pacific high-pressure cell comes into contact with cool marine air.  The boundary 
between the layers of air represents a temperature inversion which traps pollutants below it.  The 
inversion layer is approximately 2,000 feet (610 meters) AMSL during the months of May through 
October.  However, during the winter months (November through April), the temperature inversion 
is approximately 3,000 feet (914 meters) AMSL.  Inversion layers are important elements of local air 
quality because they inhibit the dispersion of pollutants, thus resulting in a temporary degradation of 
air quality. 
 
Applicable Regulations, Plans, and Policies 
 
The Federal Clean Air Act (42 USC § 7401) requires the adoption of national ambient air quality 
standards (NAAQS) to protect the public health, safety, and welfare from known or anticipated 
effects of air pollution.  The NAAQS have been updated occasionally.  Current standards are set for 
sulfur dioxide (SO2), carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), ozone, particulate matter equal 
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to or less than 10 microns in size (PM10), fine particulate matter equal to or less than 2.5 microns in 
size (PM2.5), and lead (Pb).  These pollutants are collectively referred to as criteria pollutants.  The 
State of California Air Resources Board (ARB) has established additional standards, which are 
generally more restrictive than the NAAQS.  Federal and state standards are shown in Table 3.12-1. 
 
Federal standards for 8-hour ozone and PM2.5 became effective on September 15, 1997, and were 
subsequently challenged and litigated.  The U.S. Supreme Court affirmed the standards, and policies 
and systems to implement these new standards are being developed.  In California, 8-hour averages 
for ozone are being calculated, and PM2.5 data is being collected at many sites.  No attainment 
classifications have been made.  No new controls with respect to the new standards have been 
promulgated; however, a federal appeals court decision in March 2002 appears to have removed the 
last barriers to implementation by the EPA. 
 
The Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 (Public Law 101-549, 104 Statute 2399) required the 
USEPA to promulgate rules to ensure that federal actions conform to the appropriate state 
implementation plan (SIP).  These rules, known together as the General Conformity Rule (40 CFR 
§§ 51.850-.860 and 40 CFR §§ 93.150-.160), require any federal agency responsible for an action to 
determine if its action conforms with pertinent guidelines and regulations.  Certain actions are 
exempt from conformity determinations if the projected emission rates would be less than specified 
emission rate thresholds, known as de minimis limits.  
 
In San Diego County, the San Diego Air Pollution Control District (SDAPCD) is the agency 
responsible for protecting the public health and welfare through the administration of federal and 
state air quality laws and policies.  Included in the SDAPCD’s tasks are monitoring of air pollution, 
preparation of the San Diego County portion of the SIP, and promulgation of Rules and Regulations.  
The SIP includes strategies and tactics to be used to attain acceptable air quality in the County; this 
list of strategies is called the Regional Air Quality Strategies (RAQS).  The Rules and Regulations 
include procedures and requirements to control the emission of pollutants and prevent adverse 
impacts.   
 
Regional and Local Air Quality 
 
Specific geographic areas are classified as either “attainment” or “nonattainment” areas for each 
pollutant based upon the comparison of measured data with NAAQS and state standards.  The 
SDAB, which is contiguous with San Diego County, currently meets the federal standards for all 
pollutants and state standards for all pollutants except ozone and PM10.  Therefore, the SDAB is 
currently classified as a state “serious” ozone nonattainment area and a state nonattainment area for  
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Table 3.12-1 
National and California Ambient Air Quality Standards 

 
NAAQS1 CAAQS2 Pollutant Averaging Time 

Primary3 Secondary4 Concentration5 
1-Hour 0.12 ppm (235 µg/m3) 0.09 ppm (180 µg/m3) Ozone (O3)6 
8-Hour 0.08 ppm 

Same as Primary Standard 
- 

8-Hour 9.0 ppm (10 µg/m3) 9.0 ppm (10 µg/m3) Carbon Monoxide (CO) 
1-Hour 35 ppm (40 µg/m3) 

None 
20 ppm (23 µg/m3) 

Annual Average 0.053 ppm (100 µg/m3) - Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) 
1-Hour - 

Same as Primary Standard 
0.25 ppm (470 µg/m3) 

Annual Average 80 µg/m3 (0.03 ppm) - - 
24-Hour 365 µg/m3 (0.14 ppm) - 0.04 ppm (105 µg/m3) 
3-Hour - 1300 µg/m3 (0.5 ppm) - 

Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) 

1-Hour - 0.25 ppm (655 µg/m3) 
Annual Geometric 

Mean(7) 
- 

Same as Primary Standard 
30 µg/m3, 7 

24-Hour 150 µg/m3 50 µg/m3 

Suspended Particulate 
Matter (PM10) 

Annual Arithmetic 
Mean 

50 µg/m3 
- 

- 

24-Hour 65 µg/m3 - Fine Particulate Matter 
(PM2.5)6 Annual Arithmetic 

Mean 
15 µg/m3 

Same as Primary Standard 
- See note 8 

30-Day Average - - 1.5 µg/m3 Lead (Pb) 
Calendar Quarter 1.5 µg/m3 Same as Primary Standard - 

Hydrogen Sulfide (HS) 1-Hour 0.03 ppm (42 µg/m3) 
Sulfates (SO4) 24-Hour 25 µg/m3 
Visibility Reducing 
Particles 

8-Hour (10 am-6 pm, 
Pacific Standard Time) No Federal Standards 

In sufficient amount to 
produce an extinction 
coefficient of 0.23 per 

kilometer due to particles 
when the relative humidity is 

less than 70 percent. 
µg/m3 - micrograms per cubic meter; ppm - parts per million 
Source:  CARB 2002, 2002b 
1 National Ambient Air Quality Standards (other than O3, 

particulate matter, and those based on annual averages or 
annual arithmetic mean) are not to be exceeded more than 
once a year.  The O3 standard is attained when the fourth 
highest 8-hour concentration in a year, averaged over 3 years, 
is equal to or less than the standard.  For PM10, the 24-hour 
standard is attained when 99 percent of the daily 
concentrations, averaged over 3 years, are equal to or less than 
the standard.  For PM2.5, the 24-hour standard is attained when 
98 percent of the daily concentrations, averaged over 3 years, 
are equal to or less than the standard.  Contact the EPA for 
further clarification and current federal policies. 

2 California Ambient Air Quality Standards for O3, CO (except 
Lake Tahoe), SO2 (1 and 24 hours), NO2, PM10, and visibility 
reducing particles, are values that are not to be exceeded.  All 
others are not to be equaled or exceeded.   

3 National Primary Standards:  The levels of air quality 
necessary, with an adequate margin of safety, to protect the 
public health.   

4 National Secondary Standards:  The levels of air quality 

necessary to protect the public welfare from any known or 
anticipated adverse effects of a pollutant.   

5 Concentration expressed first in units in which it was 
promulgated.  Equivalent units given in parentheses are based 
upon a reference temperature of 25°C and a reference pressure 
of 760 millimeters (mm) of mercury.  Most measurements of 
air quality are to be corrected to a reference temperature of 
25°C and a reference pressure of 760 mm of mercury (1,013.2 
millibar).  Ppm in this table refers to ppm by volume or 
micromoles of pollutant per mole of gas. 

6 New federal 8-hour ozone and fine particulate matter standards 
were promulgated by EPA on July 18, 1997.  The federal 1-
hour O3 standard continues to apply in areas that violated the 
standard.  Contact EPA for further clarification and current 
federal policies. 

7 A change to the CAAQS for the annual PM10 standard was 
published for comment on August 15, 2002.  The revised 
standard would be 20 µg/m3, as calculated by annual 
arithmetic mean. 

8 A new CAAQS for an annual PM2.5 standard was published for 
comment on August 15, 2002.  The new standard would be 12 
µg/m3, as calculated by annual arithmetic mean. 
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PM10.  Until recently, the SDAB had been classified as a serious nonattainment area for O3.  There 
were no exceedances of the federal O3 standard in 1999 or 2000 (SDAPCD 2001).  Although there 
were two exceedances in 2001, San Diego County completed three years within the federal one hour 
O3 standard on November 15, 2001, becoming eligible for redesignation as an attainment area.  In a 
series of rulemakings published in the August through October 2002 period, the USEPA published a 
final determination that San Diego has attained the 1-hour O3 NAAQS (USEPA 2002).  Formal 
redesignation by the USEPA as an O3 maintenance area is anticipated in 2003, and a maintenance 
plan will be established.  The SDAB is a federal “maintenance area” for CO, following a 1998 
redesignation as a CO attainment area. 
 
Ambient air pollutant concentrations in the SDAB are measured at ten air quality monitoring stations 
operated by the SDAPCD.  The closest SDAPCD air quality monitoring station to Alternative Sites 
8, 2, and 3 is the Kearny Mesa Station, located approximately 3 miles (5 kilometers) to the 
southwest.  Table 3.12-2 presents a summary of the highest pollutant values recorded at this station 
in the last five years. 
 
Sources of Regional and Local Pollution 
 
The most significant regional sources of O3, NO2, and CO are automobiles and other on-road 
vehicles.  O3 is formed by the atmospheric reaction, in sunlight, of volatile organic compounds 
(VOC) and oxides of nitrogen (NOX), which are combustion products from gas and diesel engines.   
 
Other important sources of VOC are paints, coatings and process solvents. Combustion sources like 
vehicles, diesel engines and industrial facilities produce the emissions that react to form the fine 
particulate matter. Coarser particles are directly emitted from activities that disturb the soil including 
travel on roads and construction, mining, or agricultural operations. Other sources include wind-
blown dust, pollen, salts, brake dust and tire wear.  The major sources of PM10 are construction, 
demolition, and dust from paved and unpaved roads, which accounted for 66 percent of the estimated 
emissions in San Diego County  (CARB 2002). 
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Table 3.12-2.  Ambient Air Quality Summary, San Diego - Overland Drive Monitoring Station 
 

 
Maximum Concentrations(1) 

 
Number of Days 

Exceeding Federal Standard(2) 

 
Number of Days 

Exceeding State Standard(2)  
Pollutant 

 
Averaging 

Time 

 
California 

Air Quality 
Standards 

 
Federal 
Primary 

Standards  
1997 

 
1998 

 
1999 

 
2000 

 
2001 

 
1997 

 
1998 

 
1999 

 
2000 

 
2001 

 
1997 

 
1998 

 
1999 

 
2000 

 
2001 

 
1 hour 

 
0.09ppm 

 
0.12 ppm 

 
0.12 

 
0.13 

 
0.10 

 
0.12 

 
0.14 

 
0 

 
1 

 
0 

 
0 

 
1 

 
7 

 
4 

 
3 

 
5 

 
9  

Ozone 
 
8 hour 

 
none 

 
0.08 ppm 

 
0.09 

 
0.09 

 
0.08 

 
0.09 

 
0.09 

 
1 

 
1 

 
0 

 
2 

 
1 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
1 hour 

 
20 ppm 

 
35 ppm 

 
5.8 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
0 

 
0 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
0 

 
0 

 
 

 
 

 
  

Carbon 
Monoxide 

 
8 hours 

 
9 ppm 

 
9 ppm 

 
3.0 

 
2.8 

 
1.6 

 
 

 
 

 
0 

 
0 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
 

 
 

 
1 hour 

 
0.25 ppm 

 
none 

 
0.11 

 
0.09 

 
0.10 

 
0.10 

 
0.10 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0  

Nitrogen 
Dioxide 

 
Annual 

 
none 

 
0.053 ppm 

 
0.02 

 
0.02 

 
0.02 

 
0.02 

 
0.02 

 
0 

 
0 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
1 hour 

 
0.25 ppm 

 
none 

 
5.0 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
0 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
24 hours 

 
0.05 ppm 

 
0.14 ppm 

 
1.0 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
0 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
0 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

Sulfur 
Dioxide 

 
Annual 

 
none 

 
0.03 ppm 

 
0.3 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
0 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
24 hours 

 
50  µg/m3 

 
150 µg/m3 

 
47 

 
36 

 
56 

 
55 

 
40 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
2 

 
3 

 
0  

PM10 
(3) 

 
Annual 

 
30 µg/m3  

 
50 µg/m3 

 
23 

 
21 

 
26 

 
25 

 
24 

 
0 

 
0 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
0 

 
0 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
(1) Concentration units for ozone, carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, and sulfur dioxide are in parts per million (ppm).  Concentration units for PM10 are in micrograms per cubic 

meter (µg/m3). 
(2)  For annual standards, a value of 1 indicates that the standard has been exceeded. 
(3)  Federal standard is annual arithmetic mean; state standard is annual geometric mean. 
Source:   CARB 2002. 
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3.13 NOISE 
 
Noise is generally defined as unwanted or objectionable sound.  The effects of noise on people can 
include general annoyance, interference with speech communication, sleep disturbance and, in the 
extreme, hearing impairment.  Most of the sounds we hear do not consist of a single frequency, but 
rather, a broad band of frequencies differing in sound level.  The intensities of each frequency add to 
generate sound.  The method commonly used to quantify environmental sounds consists of 
evaluating all of the frequencies of a sound in accordance with a weighting system that reflects the 
fact that the human ear is not equally sensitive to all frequencies within the sound spectrum.  Human 
hearing is less sensitive at low frequencies and extremely high frequencies than at mid-range 
frequencies.  Therefore, a method called “A-weighting” is used to filter noise frequencies that are not 
audible to the human ear.   
 
Noise levels are usually measured and expressed in decibels (dB).  All sound levels discussed in this 
section are A-weighted and therefore are called the A-weighted sound level (dBA).  Decibels are 
measured on a logarithmic scale that quantifies sound intensity in a manner similar to the Richter 
scale used for earthquake magnitudes.  Thus, a doubling of the energy of a noise source, such as 
doubling a traffic volume, would increase the noise level by 3 dBA; a halving of the energy would 
result in a 3 dBA decrease.  Typical noise levels for common outdoor and indoor activities are 
shown in Table 3.13-1. 
 
Although the A-weighted sound level may adequately indicate the level of environmental noise at 
any instant in time, community noise levels vary continuously.  Most environmental noise includes a 
conglomeration of frequencies from distant sources, which create a relatively steady background 
noise in which no particular source is identifiable.  Average noise levels over a period of minutes or 
hours are usually expressed as dBA Leq, or the equivalent noise level for that period of time.  The 
period of time average may be specified; Leq(3) would be a three hour average; when no period is 
specified, a one hour average is assumed.  Construction noise standards are usually stated as average 
noise levels over a period of 1, 8, 12 hours.   
 
Noise standards for land use compatibility have been established by various agencies and 
jurisdictions, and in California are usually stated in terms of the CNEL, which is a 24-hour weighted 
average measure of community noise.  It is calculated by adding 5 dBA to hourly noise levels during 
the evening (7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m.) and 10 dBA during the night (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.).  The 
factor is assigned to account for the increased sensitivity to noise during the quiet hours.  Federal 
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agencies use the 24 day-night average Ldn, which is similar to CNEL with the 10 dBA addition to the 
hourly noise levels during the night-time hours, but does not include the evening hours factor.  For 
purposes of this analysis, CNEL and Ldn are considered equivalent. 
 
 

Table 3.13-1.  Typical Noise Levels 
 

 
Common Outdoor Activities 

 
Noise Level 

dBA 
 

Common Indoor Activities 
 
 

 
--110-- 

 
Rock Band  

Jet Fly-over at 1,000 feet (300 meters) 
 
  

 

 
--100--  

  
Gas Lawn Mower at 3 feet (1 meter) 

 
  

 

 
--90--  

  
Diesel Truck at 50 feet (15 meters),  

       at 50 mph (80 km/hr) 
 

--80-- 
 
Food Blender at 3 feet (1 m ) 
Garbage Disposal at 3 feet (1 meter)  

Noisy Urban Area, Daytime 
 
  

Gas Lawn Mower, 100 feet (30 meters) 

 
--70--  

Vacuum Cleaner at 10 feet (3 meters)  
Commercial Area 

 
Normal Speech at 3 feet (1 meter)   

Heavy Traffic at 300 feet (90 meters) 

 
--60--  

  
 

 
Large Business Office  

Quiet Urban Daytime 

 
--50--  

Dishwasher Next Room  
 

 
  

Quiet Urban Nighttime 

 
--40--  

Theater, Large Conference  
Quiet Suburban Nighttime 

 
Room (Background)  

 

 
--30--  

Library  
Quiet Rural Nighttime 

 
Bedroom at Night, Concert   

 

 
--20--  

Hall (Background)  
 

 
Broadcast/Recording Studio  

 

 
--10--  

  
 

 
  

Lowest Threshold of Human 

 
--0--  

Lowest Threshold of Human 
Hearing  Hearing 
Source: Caltrans 1998. 
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Applicable Regulations, Plans and Policies 
 
Department of the Navy 
 
The Department of the Navy’s Planning in the Noise Environment, Naval Facilities (NAVFAC) P-
970, (1978) provides compatibility criteria for various land uses.  Exterior sound levels up to 65 dBA 
CNEL are compatible with land uses such as residences, transient lodging, classrooms, and medical 
facilities.  P-970 requires appropriate noise mitigation for development in areas where the CNEL 
would exceed 65 dBA, and sound levels exceeding 75 dBA CNEL are incompatible with these types 
of land uses.  MCAS Miramar policy is that no new housing will be built where exterior noise levels 
exceed 65 dBA CNEL.  Currently, there are no Navy or Marine Corps regulations that restrict noise 
emissions from stationary noise sources either at the property line or within a Navy or Marine Corps 
facility. 
 
State of California 
 
Title 21 of the California Administrative Code establishes the acceptable level of aircraft noise for 
persons living in the vicinity of airports to be 65 dBA CNEL.  Title 24 of the California 
Administrative Code requires that interior noise levels for multi-family homes, due to exterior 
sources, do not exceed 45 dBA CNEL.  Title 24 further specifies that if the exterior noise level 
exceeds 60 dBA CNEL, an acoustical analysis shall demonstrate that the design will attenuate, or 
reduce, the noise level to the 45 dBA CNEL interior noise standard. 
 
City of San Diego Standards 
 
The Transportation Element of the City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan (City of San 
Diego 1989) establishes a noise standard of 65 dBA CNEL for compatible residential land use and 
75 dBA CNEL for commercial, industrial, and manufacturing facilities.  These standards typically 
apply to usable exterior living areas adjacent to transportation noise sources such as roadways, 
railways, and areas of aircraft activity.  The Transportation Element also sets 65 dBA CNEL as the 
upper noise level limit for compatible land use in nature preserves and wildlife preserves. 
 
Fixed source and/or operational noise is governed by the City of San Diego Noise Ordinance Section 
59.5.0401.  The applicable sound level is a function of the time of day and land use zone.  Sound 
levels are measured at the property line of the noise source. 
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Construction noise is governed by the City of San Diego Noise Ordinance, Section 59.5.0404.  This 
ordinance restricts times of construction activities to 7 a.m. through 7 p.m.  The ordinance also 
restricts activities to Monday through Saturdays excluding legal holidays.  Further, the noise levels 
from construction activities to residential receptors are not to exceed 75 dBA, averaged over a 
12-hour period.  
 
Noise Sources 
 
Site 8 
 
Site 8 occupies approximately 264 acres (107 hectares) of undeveloped open space, approximately 
350 feet (107 meters) north of SR 52 and approximately 2.0 miles (3.2 kilometers) east of the SR 52 
interchange with Santo Road.  Accordingly, existing on-site noise levels at the proposed site are low. 
 
Noise sources near Site 8 include vehicle traffic along SR 52.  Also, Site 8 is located near a military 
firing range and noise from military training operations would be periodically heard at the proposed 
site, as they are throughout MCAS Miramar.  Based on MCAS Miramar flight corridor information 
and corresponding noise contour maps, the site is located outside the boundary for the 60 dBA 
CNEL noise contour for MCAS Miramar (Figure 3.13-1). 
 
Site 2 
 
Site 2 occupies approximately 283 acres (115 hectares) of undeveloped open space in the northern 
part of MCAS Miramar.  The proposed residential units would be approximately 850 feet (259 
meters) east of Pomerado Road.  The closest notable noise source to the proposed site is vehicle 
traffic along Pomerado Road; a minor source is vehicles along a paved utility service road that 
traverses the southern boundary of Site 2.  The site is not being used for military operations.  
Existing noise levels within the proposed site are low.  The proposed site is located outside the 
boundary of the 60 dBA CNEL noise contour for MCAS Miramar (Figure 3.13-1). 
 
Site 3 
 
Site 3 occupies approximately 208 acres (84 hectares) of undeveloped open space in the north central 
section of MCAS Miramar, approximately 1.7 miles (2.7 kilometers) directly east of the I-15 
interchange at Miramar Way.  The dominant source of noise is from military aircraft.  The proposed 
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site is located between the 60 dBA and 65 dBA CNEL noise contours for MCAS Miramar 
(Figure 3.13-1). 
 
The closest non-aircraft noise source to the site is from vehicle traffic along I-15 to the west and 
nearby roadways within the adjacent residential areas, approximately 400 feet (122 meters) to the 
north.  Traffic noise from I-15 is minimal due to the distance of the site to I-15 and by the 
intervening topography.  
 
Sensitive Receptors 
 
Noise-sensitive human receptors are generally considered to be persons who occupy areas where 
noise is an important attribute of the environment.  These areas often include residential dwellings, 
mobile homes, hotels, motels, hospitals, nursing homes, education facilities, and libraries.  The 
effects of noise on people can include general annoyance, interference with speech communication, 
sleep disturbance, and, in extreme situations, hearing impairment.  Noise-sensitive receptors also 
may include wildlife, including certain songbirds.  The locations of noise sensitive species in the 
project areas and the potential impacts to noise sensitive species are discussed in Section 3.7 and 4.7 
of this EIS. 
 
The following paragraphs describe noise sensitive land uses near the alternative sites.  Please see 
Section 3.7 of this EIS for the locations of noise sensitive threatened and endangered species. 
 
Site 8 
 
The nearest residences are located on Portobello Court and Portobello Drive within the community 
of  Tierrasanta, approximately 1.4 miles (2.3 kilometers) southwest of the project site.  Traffic noise 
from SR 52 is also the dominant noise source to these residences.  There are multi-family residences 
on the northeast corner of Portobello Drive and Santo Road, and along Santo Road, south of 
Portobello Drive. 
 
Site 2 
 
The nearest sensitive receptors to the proposed project site are single-family residences located 
approximately 200 feet (61 meters) to the west of the proposed project entrance along Pomerado 
Road, and 500 feet (152 meters) to the southwest along Birch Bluff Avenue.  
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Site 3 
 
The nearest off-site sensitive receptors include single-family residences located at the south end of 
Rue Biarritz, approximately 400 feet (122 meters) north of the northernmost part of Site 3.  United 
States International University San Diego is located approximately 0.5 mile (0.8 kilometer) 
northwest of the site. 
 
Existing Noise Levels 
 
Site 8 
 
The proposed site is in an undeveloped area located approximately 350 feet (107 meters) north of SR 
52.  Accordingly, the main noise source to the site is from traffic along SR 52.  SR 52 is an 8-lane 
freeway which runs east-west originating at the SR 52/I-5 interchange to the west of the project site 
and terminates west of the City of Santee.  The existing ADT volume on SR 52 east of Santo Road, 
i.e., south of Site 8, is 63,400 (SANDAG 2000).  The posted speed limit on SR 52 is 65 miles per 
hour. 
 
Existing traffic noise to the part of the site closest to SR 52 was calculated using the FHWA 
Highway Traffic Noise Model (FHWA 1979 and Caltrans 1993).  Without consideration of the 
intervening topography, the existing noise level is estimated at 69 dBA CNEL.  However, SR 52 is 
in a large cut in this area, Site 8 is approximately 40 feet (12.2 meters) higher than the roadway, and 
the terrain blocks the line of sight to the road.  Therefore, existing noise levels may be assumed to be 
less than 65 dBA CNEL.  Existing noise levels were not measured at the site.  
 
Site 2  
 
Noise levels were measured on September 27, 2000 between the hours of 8:20 a.m. and 8:50 a.m. at 
the nearby off-site sensitive receptors, which is residential property located along Pomerado Road 
west of the proposed entrance to Site 2.  The weather was cool, overcast with occasional mist and 
slightly breezy.  The dominant source of noise was traffic along Pomerado Road.   
 
Pomerado Road is currently a 2-lane roadway in the project area with a posted speed of 45 mph.  
This roadway begins at I-15 and runs northeast to the City of Poway, north of the project area.  The 
existing traffic volume on Pomerado Road is 12,000 ADT to the south of Spring Canyon Road and 
13,000 ADT to the north of Spring Canyon Road.   
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Other sources of noise observed during the site visit included temporary construction noise on 
nearby Spring Canyon Road.  No aircraft were observed.  The measurement location and measured 
noise level are described in Table 3.13-2.  The average measured noise level was 65 dBA Leq.  For 
arterial roadways in San Diego, the CNEL value is usually equal to the peak-hour noise level. 
 
 

Table 3.13-2.  Noise Measurements - September 27, 2000(1) 
 

 
Location 

 
Measured 

Noise Level 
dBA, Leq 

 
Comment 

 
Site 2:  Adjacent to the backyard of a residence on 
Caminito Alto.  Measurement taken  approx. 70 
feet (21.3 meters) from the centerline of 
Pomerado Road.   

 
65 

 
Measurement period started at 8:20 a.m. for 32 
minutes.  An approximately 3-foot-high (0.9-meter-
high) solid wall extends along the property line for the 
residences on Caminito Alto that front Pomerado 
Road.  No aircraft were observed. 

 
(1) Larson Davis Model 712, SN 0244.  "Slow" detector, "A " weighting.  Measurements between 8:20 a.m. and  

12:20 a.m.  
 
 
Existing traffic noise to the residences west of the proposed entrance to Site 2 was calculated using 
the FHWA Highway Traffic Noise Model.  The noise level is calculated at 66 dBA CNEL. 
 
Site 3 
 
Traffic noise from I-15 is minimal due to the distance of the site to I-15 and by the intervening 
topography.  Accordingly, with the exception of aircraft operations, existing noise levels at the 
proposed site are low.  Since the proposed site is in an undeveloped area, approximately 400 feet 
(122 meters) south of an existing residential development, and is removed from major roadways, 
existing traffic noise levels at the proposed site are low.  However, the project site is just north of 
one of the MCAS Miramar flight corridors and, as previously noted, is located between the 60 dBA 
to 65 dBA CNEL noise contours.  Therefore, existing noise levels greater than 60 dBA CNEL would 
be expected on the site. 
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3.14 PUBLIC SAFETY/ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH AND SAFETY RISKS TO 
CHILDREN 

 
This section addresses the potential for public exposure to unsafe situations resulting from the 
construction and operation of the proposed MFH.  Hazards associated with hazardous , substances 
are presented in Section 3.10. 
 
Munitions and Explosives of Concern (MEC) 
 
Background 
 
The Army built Camp Kearney in 1917 to train infantry divisions; therefore, historical land uses at 
MCAS Miramar, including portions of the MFH sites within East Miramar, are linked to military 
munitions.  Numerous small arms ranges and artillery ranges were used to complete basic 
competency training exercises until the Camp was deactivated in 1920.  From 1920 to 1946, the 
Army continued using the landing field areas for aircraft, dirigibles and for inert practice dive-
bombing of targets.  In 1934, the Marine Corps began leasing land east of Camp Kearny for training, 
using weapons to include small arms to artillery.  By 1940, the Marines began a program to develop 
major portions of the 30,000 acres east of the runways, then called Camp Elliott.  At the outbreak of 
World War II, the runway was expanded, and the target areas moved north of NAS Camp Kearny to 
Outlying Landing Field (OLF) Miramar and east to Camp Elliott property. 
 
A portion of Camp Elliott was closed in 1944, but the Navy continued to use the remaining property 
for recruit training and maneuvering, and range operations.  Outlying parts of the camp were used 
for explosives testing, static missile tests and EOD range operations.  
 
In 1960, the DON declared approximately 40 percent of the land surplus with the largest block of the 
former Camp Elliott annexed by the City of San Diego through formal disposal action by GSA.  The 
western-most lands annexed from the former Camp Elliott were later developed as the residential 
community of Tierrasanta.  
 
Currently 60 percent of the original Camp Elliott reservation is located within the boundaries of 
MCAS Miramar.  Former Camp Elliott ranges within East Miramar are managed as inactive ranges.  
The majority of former Camp Elliott ranges within East Miramar are designated as training areas to 
support infantry maneuvers, troop and weapons training, global communication exercises as well as 
the San Diego County Sheriff’s small arms range and range operation center.  The area is 
predominantly undeveloped and bisected by dirt roads and firebreaks.   
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Documentation of Munitions and Explosives of Concern (MEC) 
 
The DON has commissioned several recent investigations to study the presence of munitions and 
explosives of concern (MEC) and to further characterize potential MEC contamination at MCAS 
Miramar.  The investigations were conducted using available historical records, interviews and 
visual inspections.  In 1996, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Rock Island District, completed a 
records search and published their findings in the Archives Search Report (ASR), Findings for Naval 
Air Station Miramar San Diego, California (USACOE 1996).  This survey was intended to review 
range issues associated with the planned Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) activities.  
Subsequent to the Marine Corps relocation to MCAS Miramar in 1997, the ASR (1996) was 
augmented by an additional Archive Search Report and Range Identification and Preliminary Range 
Assessment, Marine Corps Air Station, Miramar, San Diego, California (USACOE 2001a and b), 
prepared by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Huntsville Engineering and Support Center.  As 
shown on Figure 3.14-1, up to 25 separate artillery range and impact areas were identified as having 
used ordnance ranging from small caliber to 155mm howitzers.  Figure 3.14-1 also shows that 
portions of MFH Sites 2, 3 and 8 are located within a number of these inactive ground-training 
ranges.  
 
A total of five ranges overlap the boundary of Site 8 including Ranges F2, I, J, K and N.   Range F2 
may contain ordnance from a small arms range.  Range I may contain remnants of ordnance from 
small arms, 60-81 mm mortars, 37 mm anti-tank, and 75 mm artillery projectiles.  Range J was used 
for maneuver, musketry, and combat training, and may contain ordnance remnants of small arms 
including 37 mm projectiles and 60 – 81 mm mortars.  Similar training activities were conducted at 
Range K and the ordnance and explosive materials are expected to be similar in characteristic.  
Range N was primarily associated with ordnance and explosive material from artillery use, including 
57 mm – 155 mm projectiles and 60 – 81 mm mortars. 
 
Three ranges overlap Site 2 including Ranges B, E, and G.  Range B may contain ordnance 
associated with a .22-caliber anti-craft training; however, there is no archive evidence documenting 
this past use.  Range E may contain remnants of small arms including .30/.45/.50 cal, 37 mm/75 mm, 
and 3-inch artillery.  Range G may contain remnants of ordnance from submachine guns, hand 
grenades, explosives and demolitions, and 60 – 81 mm mortars. 
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Figure 3.14-1
Training Areas and Ranges

Source:  DON 2002
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A total of four ranges overlap Site 3 including Ranges A, C, D and Y.  Ranges A may contain 
remnants of ordnance from a small arms range.  Range C may contain remnants of ordnance from 
small arms, machine gun, and 37 mm anti-tank projectiles.  Ranges D and Y are both associated with 
small arms.   
 
Field Survey Methodology 
 
The DON performed supplemental surveys this past year to provide site-specific data regarding 
MEC conditions at the three MFH sites.  The Draft Site Assessment Report, Munitions and 
Explosives of Concern Site Assessment for Proposed Military Family Housing Sites 2, 3 and 8 
(SAR) (DON 2002) documents the results of a detector-aided visual surface assessment.  This study 
examined the relative levels of MEC, including unexploded ordnance (UXO) contamination from 
historic military range activities at each of the proposed MFH sites, and explored the feasibility of 
conducting future UXO cleanup efforts.  Field data to characterize type, density, and nature of 
surface MEC and other ordnance-related material was collected.  Calibration and daily testing was 
conducted to enhance data quality.  The scope of the field survey included a detector-aided visual 
search of the ground surface at each of the proposed MFH sites.  Magnetometers were used to 
increase the search effectiveness in heavy brush and steep terrain.  To expedite this MEC 
assessment, contractor fieldwork activities avoided any environmental impacts to the proposed MFH 
sites.  Specifically, surveys were conducted prior to the breeding season for any on-site sensitive or 
threatened species and there was no selective cutting of dense vegetation for hard to access areas.  
Therefore, data collection was limited at each of the sites, but sufficient data was collected to be 
representative of the ordnance conditions.  The historic information and results of the analysis for 
each of the MFH sites is provided below.  Generally, based upon the surface data, the three sites can 
be primarily characterized as having low densities of small arms materials, with the potential of 
encountering a limited quantity of larger caliber UXO material.  
 
Site 8 
 
MEC observed at Site 8 consisted of fired small arms, small arms brass, solid 75mm projectiles, fuze 
components, various fragmentation material and one piece of 155mm frag.  The majority of the 
items encountered were small arms MEC scrap with no significant features encountered at this site.  
Seven items were characterized as potential UXO, six of which were 75mm projectile bodies with 
either high explosive filler or unknown filler.  The seventh UXO item was characterized as a 81mm 
mortar body with unknown filler.  These MEC assessment results are generally consistent with the 
findings published in the 2001 ASR, and strongly suggest that any future MEC materials 
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encountered at MFH 8 may include both small arms and artillery related scrap, with the expectation 
that small quantities of larger caliber UXO may be encountered. 
 
Site 2 
 
No MEC surface items were found at MFH 2.  A total of 14 site features suggesting former training 
activities were recorded, consisting entirely of fighting positions and holes.  These assessment results 
are generally consistent with the findings published in the 2001 ASR, and suggest that any future 
MEC materials encountered at MFH 2 may be restricted to small arms and associated MEC scrap.  
 
Site 3 
 
MEC observed at MFH Site 3 consisted of fighting positions, spent small arms brass, flares, smoke 
grenades and various fragmentation material.  The largest items found were fragments from 37 mm 
projectiles and flares.  There were no UXO surface items found at this site.  The assessment data 
suggests that surface MEC is attributed to training and maneuvering activities and not within range 
impact areas.  These assessment results are generally consistent with the findings published in the 
2001 ASR, and strongly suggest that any future MEC materials encountered at MFH Site 3 may be 
restricted to small arms and associated MEC scrap, however, MEC scrap materials encountered 
along the westernmost portion of the access road may be representative of both small arms and 
artillery materials. 
 
Electromagnetic Radiation Hazards, Explosive Safety Quantity Distance Arcs, and Accident 
Potential Zones 
 
Radar and other high-energy electromagnetic emission can constitute a hazard to persons exposed to 
radiation above a threshold power density.  Electromagnetic signals emanating from communication 
and other radar equipment can also interfere with and adversely affect stored ordnance and fuel.  
Electromagnetic radiation hazards occur when transmitting equipment generates sufficient field 
intensity to: 
 
$ cause harmful or injurious effects to humans or wildlife; 
$ induce or couple currents and/or voltages of magnitudes sufficient to initiate electro-explosive 

devices in ordnance; or 
$ create sparks of sufficient magnitude to ignite flammable materials. 
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Depending upon the power of the emissions, a minimum distance must be maintained between 
ordnance equipment and personnel for safety.   
 
Explosive Safety Quantity Distance (ESQD) arcs are the required safety distances between ordnance 
storage and use facilities or inhabitable areas.  Ammunition and bulk explosives are stored in 
magazines designed, sited and designated for specific purposes.  A storage magazine’s ESQD arc is 
calculated by the type and amount of ordnance stored in the magazine.  Quantity-distance 
requirements and permissible storage capacities are established by the DoD Explosives Safety 
Board. 
 
The DoD established the AICUZ program in 1973 to effectively plan for land use compatibility in 
areas surrounding military air installations.  The purposes of the AICUZ program are to minimize 
public exposure to potential safety hazards associated with aircraft operations and to protect the 
operational capability of the air installation.  In addition to noise, heights, and obstruction criteria, 
the AICUZ program includes analysis of airfield APZs.  The purpose of defining APZs is to 
delineate recommended surrounding land uses for the protection of persons and property on the 
ground.  Rather than addressing the probability of accidents occurring, APZs define the areas that 
would be more likely to be affected if an accident were to occur.   
 
Electromagnetic radiation hazards, ESQD arc areas, and APZs were considered fatal flaws during 
the siting of MFH alternatives at MCAS Miramar.  Therefore, Site 8, 2, and 3 are located outside of 
these safety zones or areas (refer to Figure 2-1 in Chapter 2 of this EIS).  Based on historical data 
contained in the ASR and the field investigation conducted as part of the SAR, there are no known 
munitions on Sites 8, 2 or 3 that would be sensitive to electromagnetic radiation. 
 
Ranges 
 
There is an existing pistol range complex at MCAS Miramar, located east of I-15 and Camp Elliott 
(Figure 3.14-2).  A portion of the access for Site 8 overlies the Surface Danger Zone (SDZ) for the 
Sheriff’s pistol range.  Sites 2 and 3 are not affected by the existing pistol range complex or its SDZ.  
A recently certified pistol and rifle range is located in the northeast portion of East Miramar (Figure 
3.14-2).  As shown in Figure 3.14-2, Sites 2, 3, and 8 are not affected by the new range or its SDZ. 
 



Sources: Roads: SANDAG;  Rifle/Pistol Range SDZ: DON 2000d, U.S. Navy, Project Bondary, October 2002.

7500 0 7500 15000 Feet

Figure 3.14-2
MCAS Miramar Rifle Ranges and 

Surface Danger Zones

G
IS\8K

050\apr\sdz.apr  SP
83fF

6  (T.Jester)  10/24/02
M

FH
 Project EIS

MIRAMAR RD

PO
M

ER
AD

O
 R

D

IN
TER

STATE 805

CLAIREMONT MESA BLVD

MIRAMAR WY

SA
N

TO
 R

D

CARROLL RD

BALBOA AV

R
U

F
FI

N
 R

D

B
LA

C
K

 M
O

U
N

TA
IN

 R
D

CARROLL CANYON RD

C
O

N
V

O
Y

 S
T

CAMINO RUIZ

MIRAMAR WY

City of Santee

Mira Mesa Scripps Ranch

Tierrasanta

MCAS Miramar

NAP

!"#C

!"#C

<=Ú
<=x

<=Ú

%&'U

Pistol Range 
Complex SDZ

SITE 8

Marine Corps
Rifle Range and SDZ

Approved Marine Corps
Pistol Range and SDZ

SITE 3

SITE 2

Scale: 1:84,000; 1 inch = 7500 feet

Page 3.14-8



3.14  Public Safety/Environmental Health and Safety Risks to Children  
 

 

  
MFH Project EIS  Page 3.14-9 
8K050/CHAPTER 03.14   6/20/03 

Environmental Health and Safety Risks to Children 
 
On April 21, 1997 Executive Order 13045, Environmental Health and Safety Risks to Children (62 
Fed. Regs. 1988 [1997]), was signed by President Clinton.  The policy of the Executive Order states 
that: 
 

A growing body of scientific knowledge demonstrates that children may suffer 
disproportionately more environmental health risks and safety risks.  These risks 
arise because: children’s neurological, immunological, digestive, and other bodily 
systems are still developing; children eat more food, drink more fluids, and breathe 
more air in proportion to their body weight than adults; children’s size and weight 
may diminish their protection from standard safety features; and children’s behavior 
patterns may make them more susceptible to accidents because they are less able to 
protect themselves.  Therefore, to the extent permitted by law and appropriate, and 
consistent with the agency’s mission, each Federal agency: 
 
(a)    shall make it a high priority to identify and assess environmental health risks 
and safety risks that may disproportionately affect children; and  
 
(b)  ensure that its policies, programs, activities, and standards address 
disproportionate risks to children that result from environmental health risks or safety 
risks. 

 
Under the definitions provided in Executive Order 13045, covered regulatory actions include those 
that may be “economically significant” (under Executive Order 12866) and “concern an 
environmental health risk or safety risk that an agency has reason to believe may disproportionately 
affect children.”  Further, Executive Order 13045 defines “environmental health risks and safety 
risks” [to] “mean risks to health or to safety that are attributable to products or substances that the 
child is likely to come in contact with or ingest (such as the air we breath, the food we eat, the water 
we drink or use for recreation, the soil we live on, and the products we use or are exposed to).”  In 
order to comply with the executive order, this section of the EIS discusses child-specific 
environmental health risk and safety risk issues associated with the proposed MFH. 
 
As a result of the relatively recent issuance of Executive Order 13045 there are, at the time of 
preparation of this document, no published strategies or guidelines on the implementation of the 
executive order.  It is possible, however, to summarize likely sources of environmental health and 
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safety risks to children resulting from the project alternatives, and to characterize the potentially 
impacted populations. 
 
The MFH alternative site locations are predominantly surrounded by undeveloped portions of East 
Miramar, with some off-Station residential, commercial, and recreational uses surrounding portions 
of the proposed MFH sites.  No facilities frequently used by children, such as schools or 
neighborhood parks, are located within the immediate vicinity of Sites 8, 3, or 2. 
 
Census 2000 demographic profiles were obtained from the San Diego Association of Governments 
(SANDAG 2002) for the proposed MFH alternative site locations.  Demographic census data is 
broken down by age into five-year increments.  Because of this presentation of data, in this analysis 
children are considered to be from the age of birth to 19 years old. 
 
Site 8 Alternative 
 
Freeway, residential, and commercial uses exist to the south of Site 8.  Vista Grande Elementary 
School is the closest school to Site 8, located approximately 1.9 mile (3.1 kilometers) to the south.  
The nearest neighborhood park is Villa Norte Park, about 1.4 miles (2.3 kilometers) to the south.  
Mission Trails Regional Park is located south of Site 8 on the south side of SR 52; however, due to 
its undeveloped nature, it is not considered a park that is frequently used by children or a location 
where children would normally congregate. 
 
Site 8 is located entirely within the Miramar SRA.  The total population of 0 to 19 year olds within 
the Miramar SRA is 25.7 percent.  It should be noted that the 15 to 19 year old category is 10.0 
percent of the population, which is quite a bit higher than the 7.1 percent of this age group which 
make up the regional population.  It is likely that the larger representation of this age group within 
the Miramar SRA is due to young Marines stationed at MCAS Miramar.  The Elliott-Navajo SRA 
borders Site 8 to the south, across SR 52.  The children-aged population within the Elliott-Navajo 
SRA is 25.5 percent of the population. 
 
Site 2 Alternative  
 
Residential areas exist to the northwest of Site 2 across Pomerado Road and to the west.  The nearest 
school to Site 2 is Jerebek Elementary School at approximately 1.4 miles (2.3 kilometers) to the west 
of the site and the nearest neighborhood park is Cypress Canyon Park, located about 0.7 mile 
(1.1 kilometers) to the northwest.  
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Site 2 is entirely within the Elliott-Navajo SRA.  As mentioned above, children-aged population 
within the Elliott-Navajo SRA represent 25.5 percent of the total.  Adjacent to the north of Site 2 is 
the Poway SRA.  Within the Poway SRA, children comprise 30.8 percent of the total population. 
 
Site 3 Alternative 
 
Residential areas exist to the north of Site 3.  Jerebek Elementary School is also the nearest school to 
Site 3, located about 0.9 mile (1.5 kilometers) north of the site.  Jerebek Park is located 
approximately 2.0 miles (3.2 kilometers) to the north of Site 3. 
 
Site 3 is entirely within the Miramar SRA, with 25.7 percent of the population being children.  The 
Elliott-Navajo SRA is adjacent to the north, where children comprise 25.5 percent of the total 
population. 
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CHAPTER 4.0 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

 
Chapter 4 of this EIS addresses the environmental consequences of the Proposed Action with respect 
to 14 environmental issue areas.  
 
4.1 Land Use 
4.2 Socioeconomics 
4.3 Utilities 
4.4 Public Services 
4.5 Visual Resources 
4.6 Cultural Resources 
4.7 Biological Resources 
4.8 Soils and Geology 

4.9 Water Resources 
4.10 Hazardous Wastes, Substances, and Materials 
4.11 Traffic/Circulation 
4.12 Air Quality 
4.13 Noise 
4.14 Public Safety/Environmental Health and 

Safety Risks to Children 

 
Each of the four alternatives (including the No Action Alternative) is analyzed from the viewpoint of 
these 14 environmental issues.  Indirect impacts are discussed only for those issues where they have 
the potential to occur (e.g., biological resources, water resources, etc.).  For Site 8, two alternative 
access scenarios are analyzed under each issue area.  Site 8A includes the two mile extension of 
Santo Road and is considered DON’s Preferred Alternative.  Another alternate access, referred to as 
Site 8B, includes a new interchange on SR 52 with a 400-foot-long (122-meter) access road to the 
project site.  This alternate access would also require a utility corridor within the Santo Road 
alignment. 
 
Unless otherwise specified, the mitigation identified in this chapter would be the responsibility of the 
PPV Limited Liability Company.   
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4.1 LAND USE 
 
Land use impacts can be associated with the incompatibility of physical development to adjacent 
existing and planned uses.  High intensity land uses, such as heavy industrial, which create possible 
nuisances, potential environmental hazards, or safety impacts (excessive noise, traffic, or hazardous 
wastes and substances) would not be compatible to adjacent low-intensity land uses such as 
residential or recreation.  Land use compatibility must also be evaluated in terms of compatibility 
with the mission of the Station.  MCAS Miramar exists first and foremost to support the Marine 
Corps training mission.  East Miramar contains critical training areas for both air and ground 
training.  Training maneuvers on East Miramar include navigational coursework, troops hiking on 
fuel breaks and fire roads, bivouacking/overnight camping, aircraft personnel support exercises, and 
weapons instruction. 
 
Impacts can also be related to the level of consistency with local land use plans (such as general 
plans, zoning ordinances, master plans, and other specific land use policies), with Federal policies 
such as AICUZs and state regulations.  An impact would occur if proposed land uses were not 
consistent with the Station policy and mission, the INRMP, or Federal land use plans. 
 
4.1.1 Site 8 
 
Site 8A - Santo Road Access (Preferred Alternative) 
 
Impacts 
 
Land Use  
 
On-site Land Use.  The Preferred Alternative represents an increase in the intensity of use of the 
proposed site from its current undeveloped condition to a housing development with an average 
density of six dwelling units per acre.  The design of the alternative conforms to military housing 
standards for building spacing/setbacks, tot lots, and other amenities identified in the Navy Family 
Housing Project Standards discussed in subsection 3.1.1; correspondingly, no on-site land use 
compatibility impacts would occur. 
 
With respect to existing and proposed training operations, Site 8 contains steep topography, is 
adjacent to the station boundary and is somewhat isolated from Training Areas 1-4 (Figure 3.1-1).  
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Therefore, Site 8 would have minimal impact on the Station’s training mission since it is not 
considered a desirable training area.   
 
Section 4.14 discusses potential impacts and mitigation measures associated with the possibility of 
unexploded ordnance located within the historical training ranges in the East Miramar area. 
 
Surrounding Land Use.  As stated above, the Preferred Alternative would construct multifamily 
dwellings for 1,600 units on 264 acres (106.8 hectares), for a density of 6 units per acre, which is 
consistent with the current general land use patterns and densities in the surrounding areas of 
Tierrasanta and Santee.  Therefore, impacts to the surrounding land use would be less than 
significant. 
 
Adopted Plans, Policies, and Ordinances 
 
On-site Adopted Plans, Policies, and Ordinances.  Land use within the Station must be consistent 
with criteria established by the Base Master Plan.  Site 8 is designated as a potential housing site and 
there would be no conflict with the AICUZ Program or other Station operations.  As discussed in 
subsection 3.1.1, the majority of the site lies within a RNA.  Implementation of the Preferred 
Alternative would require that the RNA designation for this portion of the RNA be terminated.  As 
stated in Section 3.1, the RNA designation is not to be considered a permanent preserve and can be 
reassessed at any time by the Station to meet mission objectives.  Two hundred ninety-nine acres 
(121 hectares) would be re-designated for MFH and the remaining 1,701 acres (688 hectares) would 
continue to be designated as a RNA. 
 
The majority of Site 8 is within a Level IV MA as designated by the INRMP.  As discussed in 
subsection 3.1.1, Level IV MAs may support some sensitive and protected resources, but they do not 
support substantially high value regulated resources supported by Levels I, II, and III MAs.  As a 
result, use of Level IV MAs would have fewer limitations since areas with greater regulatory 
constraints would have to be avoided early in the planning process.  While impacts on high value 
patches of habitat would still be avoided to the extent possible, Level IV MAs would be given first 
consideration for siting new uses outside of developed areas (MCAS 2000).  Site 8 would also be 
designed to the applicable land use objectives in the INRMP, specifically Objective I in Section 
7.6.2 and Objective I in Section 7.2.5.  Therefore, Site 8 would be consistent with the INRMP. 
 
Surrounding Adopted Plans, Policies, and Ordinances.  The project site is owned by the Federal 
government and is outside the jurisdiction of the City of San Diego.  The site is designated military 
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in the Progress Guide and General Plan (City of San Diego 1989), and would continue to be owned 
by DON and would not be under jurisdiction of the City of San Diego.  As discussed in subsection 
1.2.3, the Proposed Action may be a PPV, in which case the property would be owned by DON and 
leased to a private developer under a 50-year lease agreement.  Although the project site would 
continue to be owned by DON under a PPV and would not be under the jurisdiction of the City of 
San Diego, the Proposed Action is generally consistent with local City of San Diego adopted plans, 
ordinance, and policies. 
 
As discussed in subsection 3.1.1, a portion of the proposed MFH Site 8 is located to the north of 
Mission Trails Regional Park.  Six major community plan areas and local jurisdictions are identified 
in the parks master development plan including: East Elliott (City of San Diego), City of La Mesa, 
Miramar Naval Air Station, Navajo (City of San Diego), City of Santee, and Tierrasanta (City of San 
Diego). 
 
All community plans propose exclusively low-density residential uses (adjacent to the park), 
retaining a maximum amount of open space in a near-natural state.  Densities and project features for 
the proposed MFH at Site 8, as discussed previously in this section, would be consistent with the 
community plans for the surrounding areas.  Furthermore, Site 8 is separated from Mission Trails 
Regional Park by SR 52.  Therefore, land use impacts to Mission Trails Regional Park would not be 
significant. 
 
The City of San Diego MSCP Subarea Plan identifies conservation areas within Mission Trails 
Regional Park and East Elliott which are located south and east of Site 8 (City of San Diego 1997).  
Site 8 would generally conform to the guidelines for adjacent land uses discussed in Section 3.12 
through the construction, design, and operational measures included in the site planning and 
discussed in Sections 4.7, 4.8, and 4.9.  Implementation of these construction, design, and operation 
measures would avoid impacts to the MSCP areas. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
No significant land use compatibility impacts would occur under this alternative.  
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Site 8B - SR 52 Interchange (Alternative Access) 
 
Impacts 
 
Land Use 
 
On-site Land Use.  On-site land use impacts would be the same as those discussed for Site 8A.  The 
construction and long-term use of the interchange would not result in any additional on-site land use 
impacts since it is located within a relatively undeveloped area (please refer to Figure 3.1-2 in 
Chapter 3).  If Site 8B were selected, DON would be required to coordinate with Caltrans and 
FHWA as to the design features of the interchange.  Furthermore, additional environmental 
documentation would be prepared in accordance with Caltrans and FHWA guidelines.   
 
Surrounding Land Use.  The surrounding area to the east and west of the alternate access is also 
relatively undeveloped.  Mission Trails Regional Park is located to the south of the alternate access.  
Therefore, land use compatibility issues associated with the alternate access would not be 
significant. 
 
Adopted Plans, Policies, and Ordinances  
 
Impacts associated with adopted plans, policies and ordinances would be the same as those discussed 
for Site 8A. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
No mitigation is required.  However, subsequent environmental documentation for a new 
interchange may require mitigation measures. 
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4.1.2  Site 2 
 
Impacts 
 
Land Use 
 
On-site Land Use 
 
This alternative represents an increase in the intensity of use of the proposed site from its current 
predominantly undeveloped condition to a housing development with an average density of 3.5 
dwelling units per acre.  Primary access to Site 2 would be via the existing external Pomerado Road 
located west of Site 2.  Potential impacts to traffic associated with access to Site 2 are addressed in 
Section 4.11.  The design of the alternative conforms to military housing standards for building 
spacing/setbacks, tot lots, and other amenities identified in the Navy Family Housing Project 
Standards discussed in subsection 3.1.2.   
 
Site 2 is located adjacent to Training Areas 1 and 2 (see Figure 3.1-1).  Due to the steep topography 
at Site 2 and given its location adjacent to Training Areas 1 and 2, MCAS Miramar has indicated 
that these training could be utilized for helicopter training rather than ground training.  Helicopter 
training would include canyon and hilltop landing sites and training maneuvers.  Proposed helicopter 
training in this area would be subject to the appropriate NEPA documentation.  Development of Site 
2 would not have an impact on the proposed helicopter training, since it would not preclude the 
proposed training use of Training Area 1 and 2 due to the size of these training areas. 
 
Section 4.14 discusses potential impacts and mitigation measures associated with the possibility of 
unexploded ordnance located within the historical training ranges in the East Miramar area. 
 
Surrounding Land Use 
 
As stated above, the Site 2 Alternative would provide 3.5 dwelling units per acre which is consistent 
with the current general land use patterns and densities in the surrounding areas of Scripps Ranch 
and Miramar Ranch North.  Therefore, impacts to the surrounding land use would be less than 
significant. 
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Adopted Plans, Policies, and Ordinances 
 
On-site Adopted Plans, Policies, and Ordinances 
 
As discussed under the Preferred Alternative, Site 2 is identified as a potential housing site in the 
Master Plan and would not conflict with the AICUZ.  Site 2 would also be consistent with the 
INRMP since the majority of the site is within a Level IV MA.  As previously discussed under the 
Site 8 Alternative, Level IV MAs are compatible with the proposed land uses. 
 
Surrounding Adopted Plans, Policies, and Ordinances 
 
The project area would continue to be owned by DON and would not be under the jurisdiction of the 
City of San Diego.  Although the project would not be under the jurisdiction of the City of San 
Diego, the Proposed Action is generally consistent with the local City of San Diego adopted plans, 
ordinances, and policies. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
As with the Preferred Alternative, the proposed development under this alternative would be 
consistent with the current general land use patterns in the general area.  Therefore, no off-site or on-
site land use compatibility impacts would occur, and no mitigation is required.  
 
4.1.3  Site 3 
 
Impacts 
 
Land Use 
 
On-site Land Use 
 
This alternative represents an increase in the intensity of use of the proposed site from its current use 
as a training area to a housing development with an average density of six dwelling units per acre.  
Primary access to Site 3 would be by an extension of Miramar Way from where it currently 
terminates just east of I-15, approximately two miles further east of the project’s development 
boundary.  Potential impacts to traffic associated with access to Site 3 are address in Section 4.11.  
The design of the alternative conforms to military housing standards for building spacing/setbacks, 
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tot lots, and other amenities identified in the Navy Family Housing Project Standards discussed in 
subsection 3.1.2.   
 
Site 3 is located within Training Area 4 and adjacent to Training Area 3 (see Figure 3.1-1).  Training 
Area 4 is utilized for compass training, conditioning hikes, tank trails, and bivouac areas.  The 
development of Site 3 and its access road would occupy or impact much of these training areas, but 
the training is of a nature that it can be accomplished elsewhere within East Miramar with no 
degradation of the mission.  The impact to ground training operations would not be significant. 
 
Section 4.1.4 discusses potential impacts and mitigation measures associated with the possibility of 
unexploded ordnance located within the historic training ranges in the East Miramar area. 
 
Surrounding Land Use 
 
As stated above, the Site 3 Alternative would provide six dwelling units per acre which is consistent 
with the current general land use patterns and densities in the surrounding areas of Scripps Ranch.  
Therefore, impacts to the surrounding land use would be less than significant. 
 
Adopted Plans, Policies, and Ordinances 
 
On-site Adopted Plans, Policies, and Ordinances 
 
As discussed under the Preferred Alternative, Site 3 is identified as a potential housing site in the 
Master Plan and would not conflict with the AICUZ.  Site 3 would also be consistent with the 
INRMP since the majority of the site is within a Level IV MA.  As previously discussed, under the 
Site 8 alternative Level IV MAs are compatible with the proposed land use. 
 
Surrounding Adopted Plans, Policies, and Ordinances 
 
The project area would continue to be owned by DON and would not be under the jurisdiction of the 
City of San Diego.  Although the project would not be under the jurisdiction of the City of San 
Diego, the Proposed Action is generally consistent with the local City of San Diego adopted plan, 
ordinances, and policies. 
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Mitigation Measures 
 
As with the Preferred Alternative, the proposed development under this alternative would be 
consistent with the current general land use patterns in the general area.  Therefore, no off-site or on-
site land use compatibility impacts would occur and no mitigation is required. 
 
4.1.4 No Action Alternative 
 
Impacts 
 
As noted in subsection 1.2.2 there is a current shortage of suitable, affordable housing for military 
families.  Implementation of the No Action Alternative would continue the current regional MFH 
deficit and result in the proposed new housing units not being built.  The purpose of the Proposed 
Action is to provide additional suitable, affordable family housing for military personnel and their 
families in the San Diego region, this would not be met, and would not implement the MCAS 
Miramar Master Plan (1999). 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
No mitigation measures are necessary since no construction would occur. 
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4.2 SOCIOECONOMICS/ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 
 
This section evaluates the socioeconomic impacts that could occur from construction and operation 
of the proposed housing.  For this analysis, the relevant socioeconomic indicators are population, 
housing, and employment.  Substantial changes in these fundamental socioeconomic indicators may 
in turn influence related variables such as the provision of community services and utilities, and the 
cost of available housing.  Existing demographic data were derived primarily from 2000 U.S.  
Census and 1999 SANDAG data. 
 
4.2.1 Site 8 
 
Site 8A – Santo Road Access (Preferred Alternative) 
 
Impacts 
 
Population 
 
Population for Site 8 was estimated based on the projected mix of units and the number of bedrooms 
per unit.  This bedroom mix would be subject to re-evaluation at the time of construction to more 
adequately reflect the military housing requirements at that time.  The targeted bedroom ratios are 25 
percent two-bedroom units, 56 percent three-bedroom units, and 19 percent four-bedroom units.  
This alternative consists of 400 two-bedroom units, 896 three-bedroom units, and 304 four-bedroom 
units, and meets the target bedroom ratio.  Assuming three persons per each two-bedroom unit, four 
persons per each three bedroom unit, and five persons per each four-bedroom unit, Site 8 would  
house approximately 6,304 residents comprised of enlisted personnel stationed in San Diego and 
their families.  Most of these military families already reside in San Diego County in non-military 
housing.  It is also assumed that due to the current housing shortage, the dwelling units that are 
vacated by the military families would likely be inhabited by other people, some of whom may 
reside outside of San Diego County.  This would likely be a small percentage and there would be no 
significant increase in region-wide population.  Therefore, impacts to projected population would be 
less than significant. 
 
Employment 
 
The proposed housing would not result in the shift of substantial employment because future 
residents are currently employed by military agencies throughout the San Diego region.  Additional 
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short-term, beneficial impacts resulting from construction employment and material purchased 
would occur. 
 
Housing 
 
Site 8 would reduce the shortage of MFH by providing up to 1,600 family housing units.  As stated 
in section 1.2.2 there is currently a shortfall in suitable, affordable MFH and the shortfall is projected 
to increase over time.  Along with the shortage of MFH the San Diego Region has been considered a 
CHA since December 1993.  Therefore, the preferred alternative is considered a beneficial 
socioeconomic impact because the proposed housing would  be limited to enlisted personnel 
enabling them to obtain affordable housing.  Socioeconomic benefits would also be achieved by non-
military personnel  since the privately-owned housing that is currently being rented by these military 
families would become available to the non-military population.  There is currently a shortage of 
affordable housing for military personnel and non-military residents of the San Diego region.  
Should development of the preferred alternative not occur it would not meet the need to reduce the 
current shortage of suitable, affordable housing for military families.  It would result in lost housing 
opportunities to alleviate the current regional military family housing deficit and  the overall DON 
strategy to address the critical need for MFH in the San Diego region would not be realized.  No 
short or long term socioeconomic benefits would occur.  
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
No significant adverse socioeconomic impacts would occur with implementation of this alternative; 
therefore, no mitigation measures are proposed. 
 
Site 8B – SR 52 Interchange (Alternate Access) 
 
Impacts 
 
If the alternate access is chosen for the Preferred Alternative it would not create any different  
socioeconomic impacts. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
No significant adverse socioeconomic impacts would occur with implementation of this alternative; 
therefore, no mitigation measures are proposed. 
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4.2.2 Site 2 
 
Impacts 
 
Population 
 
The same methodology to generate the population for Site 8 was also used for Site 2.  The Site 2 
alternative consist of development of up to1,000 units consisting of 252 two-bedroom units, 558 
three-bedroom units, and 190 four-bedroom units.  Due to a variety of factors including site size, 
shape, topography, and other site constraints (man-made or natural), this alternative does not provide 
the targeted 25/56/19 percent bedroom ratio.  The proposed 1,000 units for Site 2 would  house 
approximately 3,938 residents comprised of enlisted personnel stationed in San Diego and their 
families.  This alternative would provide 2,366 less residents compared to the Site 8 alternative and 
would therefore not have as much of a beneficial impact on the housing shortage as the preferred 
alternative.  As with Site 8, these military families already reside in San Diego County in non-
military housing.  Therefore, there would be no significant increase in region-wide population, and 
impacts to projected population would be less than significant.  
 
Employment 
 
As with Site 8, there would be no impact to the job market in San Diego with implementation of this 
alternative.  Additionally, short-term, beneficial impacts resulting from construction employment 
and materials purchased would occur.  Socioeconomic impacts under this alternative would not be 
significant. 
 
Housing 
 
As with Site 8, Site 2 would provide additional MFH.  Site 2 would reduce the shortage of available 
MFH by providing up to 1,000 additional dwelling units.  This is considered a beneficial 
socioeconomic impact because the proposed housing would be limited to enlisted personnel since the 
privately-owned housing that is currently being rented by the military families would become 
available to the non-military population.  There is currently a shortage of affordable housing for 
military personnel and non-military residents of the San Diego region.  However, this alternative 
presents a lesser socioeconomic beneficial impact than the Preferred Alternative since less housing 
would be provided.  If development of Site 2 were not occur it would not meet the need to reduce the 
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current shortage of suitable, affordable housing for military families.  It would result in lost housing 
opportunities to alleviate the current regional military family housing deficit and the overall DON 
strategy to address the critical need for MFH in the San Diego region would not be realized.  No 
short or long term socioeconomic benefits would occur.  
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
No significant adverse socioeconomic impacts would occur with implementation of this alternative; 
therefore, no mitigation measures are proposed. 
 
4.2.3  Site 3 
 
Impacts 
 
Population 
 
The same methodology to generate the population for Site 8 was also used for Site 3.  The Site 3 
alternative consist of development of up to 1,246 units consisting of 320 two-bedroom units, 696  
three-bedroom units, and 230 four-bedroom units.  Due to a variety of factors including site size, 
shape, topography, and other site constraints (man-made or natural), this alternative does not provide 
the targeted 25/56/19 percent bedroom ratio.  The proposed 1,246 units for Site 3 would  house 
approximately 4,894 residents comprised of enlisted personnel stationed in San Diego and their 
families.  This alternative would provide 1,410 less residents compared to Site 8 alternative and 
would therefore not have as much of a beneficial impact on the housing shortage as the preferred 
alternative. As with Site 8, these military families already reside in San Diego County in non-
military housing.  Therefore, there would be no significant increase in region-wide population, and 
impacts to projected population would be less than significant. 
 
Employment 
 
As with Site 8, there would be no impact to the job market in San Diego with implementation of this 
alternative.  Additionally short-term, beneficial impacts resulting from construction employment and 
materials purchased would occur.  Socioeconomic impacts under this alternative would not be 
significant. 
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Housing 
 
As with Site 8, Site 3 would provide additional MFH.  Site 3 would reduce the shortage of available 
MFH by providing up to 1,246 additional dwelling units.  This is considered a beneficial 
socioeconomic impact because the proposed housing would be limited to enlisted personnel since the 
privately owned housing that is currently being rented by the military families would become 
available to the non-military population.  There is currently a shortage of affordable housing for 
military personnel and non-military residents of the San Diego region.  However, this alternative 
presents a lesser socioeconomic beneficial impact than the Preferred Alternative since less housing 
would be provided. Should development of the Site 3 alternative not occur it would not meet the 
need to reduce the current shortage of suitable, affordable housing for military families.  It would 
result in lost housing opportunities to alleviate the current regional military family housing deficit 
and  the overall DON strategy to address the critical need for MFH in the San Diego region would 
not be realized.  No short or long term socioeconomic benefits would occur. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
No significant adverse socioeconomic impacts would occur with implementation of this alternative; 
therefore, no mitigation measures are proposed. 
 
4.2.4 No Action Alternative 
 
The No Action Alternative would continue the present situation of a substantial housing deficit and 
would not meet the need to reduce the current shortage of suitable housing for military families. It 
would result in lost housing opportunities to alleviate the current regional military family housing 
deficit and the overall DON strategy to address the critical need for MFH in the San Diego region 
would not be realized. The No Action Alternative would not result in short-term, beneficial 
economic impacts as construction would not occur.  In addition, there would be no indirect benefit to 
non-military residents which currently compete for affordable housing in the private-sector market. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
No mitigation measures are required. 
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4.2.5 Environmental Justice 
 
Site 8A – Santo Road Access (Preferred Alternative) 
 
Impacts 
 
The population surrounding the project area is not considered minority or disadvantaged.  The 
surrounding area to the south (Census Tracts 94, 95.02, and 95.05) is predominately white and has a 
higher income distribution than the county as a whole (Census 2000).  Implementation of Site 8 
would be a beneficial impact, as it would provide affordable housing military families.  This 
alternative would not cause “disproportionately high and adverse health or environmental effects on 
low-income and minority populations” and would not affect the ability to achieve environmental 
justice as defined in Executive Order 12898. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
No significant adverse impacts would occur to minority or disadvantaged population with 
implementation of the Preferred Alternative, and no mitigation measures are required. 
 
Site 8B – SR 52 Interchange (Alternate Access) 
 
Impacts 
 
As with the Preferred Alternative, any adverse impacts associated with the alternative access would 
affect all populations within the area and not disproportionately affect a minority or disadvantaged 
population.  The alternative access would not affect the ability to achieve environmental justice as 
defined in Executive Order 12898. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
No significant adverse impacts would occur to minority or disadvantaged population with 
implementation of the Site 8B alternative, and no mitigation measures are required. 
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Site 2 
 
Impacts 
 
Environmental justice impacts for Site 2 would be similar to the impacts discussed for the Site 8 
Alternative.  The surrounding area to the north (Census Tracts 94.00, 95.04, 170.22, 170.44, 170.45, 
170.46, and 170.47) is predominately white and has a higher income distribution than the county as a 
whole (Census 2000).  This alternative would not cause “disproportionately high and adverse human 
health or environmental effects on low-income and minority populations” and would not affect the 
ability to achieve environmental justice as defined in Executive Order 12898. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
No significant adverse impacts would occur to minority or disadvantaged populations with 
implementation of the Site 2 Alternative, and no mitigation measures are required. 
 
Site 3 
 
Impacts 
 
Environmental justice impacts for Site 3 would be similar to the impacts discussed for the Site 8 
Alternative.  The surrounding area to the north (Census Tracts 94.00, 95.04, 170.22, 170.44, 170.45, 
170.46, and 170.47) is predominately white and has a higher income distribution than the county as a 
whole (Census 2000).  This alternative would not cause “disproportionately high and adverse human 
health or environmental effects on low-income and minority populations” and would not affect the 
ability to achieve environmental justice as defined in Executive Order 12898. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
No significant adverse impacts would occur to minority or disadvantaged populations with 
implementation of the Site 3 Alternative, and no mitigation measures are required. 
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No Action Alternative 
 
Impacts 
 
Implementation of the No Action Alternative would not meet the need to reduce the current shortage 
of suitable, affordable housing for military families.  It would result in lost housing opportunities to 
alleviate current regional military family housing deficits and would not result in a beneficial impact 
to military families 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
No mitigation measures are necessary. 
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4.3 UTILITIES 
 
4.3.1 Site 8 
 
Site 8A – Santo Road Access (Preferred Alternative) 
 
Impacts 
 
Water 
 
A new water distribution system would be constructed to serve the proposed MFH at Site 8.  The 
City of San Diego would maintain the new water distribution system, which would be designed 
according to City standards and meet fire flow requirements.  An access easement on site would be 
granted to the City. The proposed water distribution system for this alternative would consist of a 
network of pipes which would follow the proposed roads to create a looped system.  The proposed 
off-site connection point would be the 12-inch (0.30-meter) water main in Santo Road, southwest of 
the site.  The route would travel along the proposed access road to the project; across the bridge at 
Santo Road over SR 52; south on Santo Road and tie into the existing 12-inch (0.30-meter) main. 
Booster pumps and/or reservoirs would be required for fire storage requirements and for adequate 
pressure at the higher elevations of Site 8.  
 
Water consumption for the proposed housing development was estimated using the City of San 
Diego generation factors.  It is projected that the proposed housing development on Site 8 would 
have a maximum daily demand of approximately 1.69 million gallons per day (MGD) (Nasland 
2000).  Based on the demand, all facilities would be sized and designed in accordance with the City 
of San Diego Water and Sewer Design Manual.  Prior to the finalization of the site plan, the 
developer would coordinate with the City of San Diego to identify the necessary on-site 
improvements and specific water system upgrades to serve the project.  Therefore, impacts to the 
supply of water would not be significant. 
 
Sewer 
 
Wastewater generation from the Preferred Alternative would be accommodated by the new on-site 
sewer system and by the existing sewer service. The new sewer collection system would be designed 
to City standards with a granted easement to the City; the City would maintain the system.  The 
sewer lines for this alternative would run under the proposed streets with pump stations necessary for 
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localized low points.  It is projected that the proposed housing at Site 8 would generate 
approximately 0.88 MGD of wastewater (Nasland 2000).  All facilities would be sized and designed 
in accordance with the City of San Diego Water and Sewer Design Manual(Nasland 2000).  
Therefore, impacts from wastewater generation would not be significant.   
 
The proposed off-site connection point would be the 12-inch (0.30-meter) main in Santo Road, 
southwest of the site.  The route would travel along the proposed access road to the project, 
paralleling the water main; across the bridge at Santo Road over SR 52; south on Santo Road and tie 
into the existing 12-inch (0.30-meter) main.  Several sections of downstream pipe on Santo Road, 
south of SR 52 would need to be upgraded to accommodate the proposed development.  Impacts to 
the existing sewer system would be mitigated to below a level of significance with upgrades to the 
existing system. 
 
Natural Gas and Electricity 
 
The demand for natural gas and electricity at Site 8 would be accommodated by existing services 
provided by SDG&E and by the new electrical and gas distribution systems that would be installed 
as part of the proposed development.  The proposed connection point would be on Santo Road, south 
of SR 52.  The route would parallel the proposed water and sewer lines. Therefore, impacts 
associated with the provision of natural gas and electricity would not be significant. 
 
Solid Waste 
 
Assuming a generation factor of 1.2 tons of solid waste per dwelling unit per year (City of San Diego 
1999b), Site 8  would generate approximately 1,920 tons per year. The additional solid waste would 
be accommodated in the Miramar Landfill.  The Miramar Landfill has approximately 11.9 million 
tons of available space left and the approximate 1,920 tons per year generated by Site 8 would be a 
minimal increase in the amount of solid waste accommodated by the landfill.  The solid waste 
generated by Site 8 would not significantly impact the operation or the lifespan of the Miramar 
Landfill.  As stated in the lease agreement between DON and the City of San Diego “Government 
reserves the right for all DON installations and facilities located within or near the boundaries of the 
City of San Diego to dispose of waste in any sanitary landfill owned and/or operated by the City of 
San Diego on DON  property including the sanitary landfill on parcel 2, without limitation as to the 
quantity and at no cost to the Government, for the term of this lease and any extension hereof.”  Due 
to remaining capacity and the circumstances of this lease, no significant impacts to solid waste 
facilities would occur. 
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Mitigation Measures 
 
No significant impacts were identified for water, natural gas, electricity or solid waste, and no 
mitigation is required.  Upgrades to the existing sewer system on Santo Road, south of SR 52, would 
be required to accommodate the sewage flow associated with the development of Site 8.  Pumping 
stations would be required on the proposed access road for those portions of the route adverse to 
grade.   
 
Site 8B – SR 52 Interchange (Alternative Access) 
 
Impacts 
 
Utility demands would be the same as Site 8A under this scenario.  The utility corridor for water, 
sewer, gas and electric would be within the Santo Road alignment proposed under Site 8A; however, 
this corridor would be narrower then the proposed access road. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
Mitigation measures would be the same as discussed under Site 8A. 
 
4.3.2 Site 2 
 
Impacts 
 
Water 
 
As with Site 8, a new water distribution system would be constructed to serve the proposed MFH at 
Site 2.  It is projected that the proposed housing development at Site 2 would have a maximum daily 
demand of approximately 0.98 MGD (Nasland 2000).  The City of San Diego would maintain the 
new water distribution system, which would be designed according to City standards and meet fire 
flow requirements.  An access easement on site would be granted to the City.  Based on the City of 
San Diego Density Conversion, the proposed water distribution system would be sized and designed 
in accordance with the City of San Diego Water and Sewer Design Manual.  Prior to the finalization 
of the site plan, the developer would coordinate with the City of San Diego to identify the necessary 
on-site improvements and specific water system upgrades to serve the project. 
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The proposed water distribution system connection point would be the 16-inch (0.40-meter) water 
main stubbed at the site entrance just off Pomerado Road or the 12-inch (0.30-meter) water main 
near the same location.  On-site booster pumps and/or reservoirs would be required for fire storage 
requirements and for adequate pressure at higher elevations of Site 2. Under this alternative water 
service would continue to be provided by the City of San Diego and no significant impacts to the 
supply of water would occur. 
 
Sewer 
 
As with Site 8, the City would maintain the new sewer system, and the increase in wastewater 
generation would be accommodated by the new on-site sewer system and by the existing sewer 
service.  It is projected that the proposed housing at Site 2 would generate approximately 0.59 MGD 
of wastewater (Nasland 2000).  The design and sizing of the new sewer system would follow the 
same criteria as described under Site 8.  
 
The point of connection for Site 2 would be the existing 8-inch (0.20-meter) sewer in Birch Bluff 
Road, which is directly adjacent to the southwest corner of Site 2.  This system has limited capacity 
and, therefore, it would be upgraded to handle the projected flows from Site 2.  Any impacts 
associated with this alternative and the existing systems would be mitigated with upgrades to the 
existing sewer systems. 
 
Natural Gas and Electricity 
 
The demand for natural gas and electricity at Site 2 would be accommodated by existing services 
provided by SDG&E and by the new electrical and gas distribution systems that would be installed 
as part of the proposed development.  Adequate franchise utilities are located just off the site at 
Pomerado Road to serve the proposed development. The increase in gas and electricity would be 
accommodated by the new distribution systems and by the existing services provided by SDG&E.  
Therefore, impacts associated with the provision of natural gas and electricity would not be 
significant. 
 
Solid Waste 
 
Operational solid waste generation has been estimated based on a waste generation factor of 1.2 tons 
of solid waste per dwelling unit per year (City of San Diego 1999). Based on this factor, Site 2 
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would generate a total of approximately 1,200 tons of solid waste a year. As with the Site 8 
alternative solid waste would be accommodated at the Miramar Landfill per the lease agreement 
between DON and the City of San Diego. No significant impacts to solid waste would occur. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
No significant impacts were identified for water, natural gas, electricity or solid waste, and no 
mitigation is required.  Upgrades to the existing sewer system in Birch Bluff Road would be required 
to accommodate the sewage flow associated with the development of Site 2. 
 
4.3.3 Site 3 
 
Impacts 
 
Water 
 
As with Site 8, a new water distribution system would be constructed to serve the proposed MFH at 
Site 3.  The City of San Diego would maintain the new water distribution system, which would be 
designed according to City standards and meet fire flow requirements.  An access easement on site 
would be granted to the City.  It is projected that the proposed housing at Site 3 would have a 
maximum daily demand of approximately 1.28 MGD (Nasland 2000).  Based on the City of San 
Diego Density Conversion, the proposed water distribution system would be sized and designed in 
accordance with the City of San Diego Water and Sewer Design Manual.  Prior to the finalization of 
the site plan, the developer would coordinate with the City of San Diego to identify the necessary 
on-site improvements and specific water system upgrades to serve the project. 
 
The proposed water distribution system for this alternative would consist of a network of pipes that 
would follow the proposed roads to create a looped system.  The proposed off-site connection point 
would be the 16-inch (0.40-meter) water main in Pomerado Road, just east of Willow Creek Road. 
The route would travel along the proposed access road to Site 3; then northerly through USIU and tie 
into the existing 16-inch (0.40-meter) main.  Easements over that portion of land just south of 
Pomerado Road would need to be obtained from private property owners.  The route would parallel 
the existing Second San Diego Aqueduct, within an area that has previously been disturbed.  Booster 
pumps and/or reservoirs would be required for fire storage requirements and for adequate pressure at 
the higher elevations of Site 3. 
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Sewer 
 
As with Site 8, the city would maintain the new sewer system, and the increase in wastewater 
generation would be accommodated by the new on-site sewer system and by the existing sewer 
service.  It is projected that the proposed housing at Site 3 would generate approximately 0.71 MGD 
of wastewater (Nasland 2000).  All facility size and design would follow the same criteria as Site 8.  
Therefore, impacts from wastewater generation would not be significant. 
 
The proposed off-site connection point would be the 15-inch (0.38-meter) main in Pomerado Road, 
just east of Willow Creek Road.  The route would parallel the proposed water main, traveling 
westerly along the proposed access road to the proposed project; then northerly through USIU and 
tie into the existing 15-inch (0.38-meter) main.  Easements over the portion of land immediately 
south of Pomerado Road would need to be obtained from private property owners. 
 
Natural Gas and Electricity 
 
The demand for natural gas and electricity at Site 3 would be accommodated by existing electrical 
services provided by SDG&E and by the new electrical distribution system that would be installed as 
part of the proposed development. 
 
The proposed connection point would be in Pomerado Road, just east of Willow Creek Road.  The 
route would run parallel to the wet utilities (e.g., sewer, water, etc.); traveling westerly along the 
proposed access road to Site 3; then northerly through USIU.  Easements over the portion of land 
just southerly of Pomerado Road would need to be obtained from private property owners.  The 
increase in gas and electricity would be accommodated by the new distribution systems and by the 
existing services provided by SDG&E.  Therefore, impacts associated with the provision of natural 
gas and electricity would not be significant. 
 
Solid Waste 
 
Assuming a generation factor of 1.2 tons (832 kilograms) of solid waste per year per dwelling unit, 
Site 3  would generate approximately 1,495 tons (1,036,921 kilograms) per year. As with the Site 8 
alternative additional solid waste would be accommodated at the Miramar Landfill per the lease 
agreement between DON and the City of San Diego. No significant impacts to solid waste would 
occur. 
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Mitigation Measures 
 
No significant impacts for water, sewer, natural gas, electricity or solid waste were identified, and no 
mitigation is required.  Easements over the portion of land immediately south of Pomerado Road 
would need to be obtained from the private property owners.  The route would parallel the existing 
Second San Diego Aqueduct within a previously disturbed area.  Pumping stations would be 
required along the proposed access road for those portions of the route adverse to grade.  
 
4.3.4 No Action  
 
Impacts 
 
No impacts to water supply, sewer services, natural gas or electrical services, or solid waste are 
identified with this alternative. This alternative would not generate additional demands on these 
resources. Therefore, there would be no impacts. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
No impacts to water, sewer, natural gas, electricity, or solid waste would result from this alternative; 
therefore, no mitigation would be required. 
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4.4 PUBLIC SERVICES 
 
4.4.1 Site 8 
 
Site 8A – Santo Road Access (Preferred Alternative) 
 
Impacts 
 
Fire Protection 
 
Development of Site 8 would result in an increased demand for fire protection at the proposed 
housing development.  This increased demand would not be a significant impact because fire 
services could be provided by existing and planned fire stations.  Due to its existing exclusive 
jurisdiction status, fire service would continue to be provided by the Federal Fire Department on 
MCAS Miramar.  During the construction phase of the proposed project, fire service for this 
alternative would be provided by the Elliott temporary station with emergency backup from local 
jurisdictions.  The location of the permanent facility scheduled for construction during the 2006-
2007 fiscal year is currently under evaluation.  The station would be located to include the maximum 
fire protection coverage for East Miramar. 
 
As an option to fire protection from on-station services, there is also the opportunity for DON and 
the State of California to change the jurisdiction for Site 8 from exclusive to, at a minimum, 
concurrent legislative which would enable local fire protection support.  The nearest fire station to 
Site 8 is Station 39 located at La Cuenta Drive in the community of Tierrasanta located 
approximately 3.5 miles (5.6 kilometers) from Site 8. 
 
Project design features that would ensure that fire hazards are minimized and would support the 
National Fire Protection Association Uniform Fire Code and the Marine Corps Fire Protection and 
Emergency Services Program (Marine Corps Order P11000.11B) (DON 1997) include: 
 
• Maintenance of mandatory fire flow requirements of 8 gallons per second (32 liters per second) 

for one-story units and 12 gallons per second (47 liters per second) for two-story units, with a 
sustained flow rate at this level for 90 minutes. 

 
• Uniform Fire Code fire flow requirements of 1,500 gpm (5,678 liters per minute) for at least two 

hours. 
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• Establishment of a firebreak around the boundaries of the Site 8 housing development.  To meet 

the minimum 30 foot (9 meter) fire break requirement of the Uniform Fire Code a minimum 
110-foot (30.4-meter) brush management zone has been established in the site plan.  Within 25 
feet (7.6 meters) of the edge of pads and 40 feet (12.1 meters) from the edge of structures, an 
irrigated buffer of non-combustible vegetation would be established.  A second zone 40 feet 
(12.1 meters) beyond that would be planted with non-combustible native or naturalized 
vegetation.  Beyond that, a third zone of thinned and pruned native vegetation would be 
established for 30 feet (9.1 meters).  A wildfire crew shed is located within the conceptual site 
plan boundaries for fire fighting equipment storage.  This facility would be manned during 
periods of high fire danger.  Additionally, an ongoing brush management program would be 
implemented that would reduce the fuel load by selectively thinning and removing dead 
materials.  The areas maintained as a utility easement may be included within the firebreak as 
long as vegetation within the easement is controlled. 

 
• Fire response time to Site 8 would be maintained within the nine-minute first response criteria as 

specified in Marine Corps Order P11000.11B. 
 
Police Service 
 
Development of Site 8 would result in an increased demand for military police services at the 
proposed housing development.  The increased demand would be in the form of additional areas to 
be patrolled and an increase in the number of calls by residents.  Under the existing exclusive 
jurisdiction status, police service would continue to be provided by the MCAS Miramar Provost 
Marshal.  The staff of the existing on-Station military police force is not large enough to meet the 
demands of a housing development in East Miramar.  This impact would be significant. 
 
Similar to provision of fire services, there is also the opportunity for DON and the State of California 
to change the jurisdiction from exclusive to, at a minimum, concurrent legislative which would 
enable local police department support.  The nearest police station to Site 8 is the City of San Diego 
Eastern Division located at Aero Drive in the community of Tierrasanta, located approximately 5 
miles (8 kilometers) from Site 8. 
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Schools 
 
MFH is only assigned to military families with children.  In order to approximate as accurately as 
possible the impacts from the MFH on school facilities, student generation rates have been 
developed based on existing students residing in MFH projects in the San Diego region.  
Specifically, generation rates for 2-, 3-, and 4-bedroom units for E-1 to E-3 and E-4 to E-6 were 
calculated based on a sample of the ages of children residing in MFH throughout the San Diego 
region.  These students generation rates have been consistently used in projecting student 
populations in recent MFH projects.  Table 4.4-1 shows the generation rates based on these criteria 
for all the proposed MFH sites. 
 
 

Table 4.4-1.  School Generation Rates(1) for MFH Sites 
 

 2 Bedroom 3 Bedroom 4 Bedroom 

Enlisted Housing:  E-1 Through E-3 
Elementary School (K-5th Grade)  0.07 0.55 1.07 
Middle-School (6-8th Grade)  0.005 0.049 0.143 
High School (9-12th Grade) 0.00 0.038 0.143 
Enlisted Housing:  E-4 Through E-6 
Elementary School (K-5th Grade)  0.027 0.868 1.525 
Middle-School (6-8th Grade)  0.027 0.137 0.433 
High School (9-12th Grade) 0.025 0.069 0.373 

    (1) Based on existing students residing in MFH housing. 
 
 
The number of students for each enlisted level combined to form the groups E-1 through E-3 and E-4 
through E-6 to provide average generation rates.  These rates are multiplied by the projected number 
of units to provide a reasonable approximation of school-aged children likely to attend the respective 
schools.  Under this alternative, there would be an increase of up to 1,600 new housing units that 
would generate approximately 1,172 K-5 students, 228 middle school students, and 163 high school 
students.  Table 4.4-2 reflects the projected student population under this alternative, based on the 
bedroom number and grade mix proposed for the site. 
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Table 4.4-2.  Site 8 Projected Student Population 
 

Rank Bedrooms 
Projected 

Housing Units K-5 Students 
Middle School 

Students 
High School 

Students 
E-1 - E-3 2 80 6 .43 0 
E-1 - E-3 3 179 99 9 7 
E-1 - E-3 4 61 65 9 9 
E-4 - E-6 2 320 9 7 8 
E-4 - E-6 3 717 622 98 49 
E-4 - E-6 4 243 371 105 90 

Total  1600 1172 228 163 
 
 
Based on the projected number of elementary age students for Site 8 and the SDUSD criteria, there 
would be a need for the equivalent of two on-site elementary schools.  Land on site has been set 
aside within the project boundaries for construction of elementary school facilities by SDUSD.  The 
construction of the schools would be the responsibility of SDUSD.  Specifically, the site plan 
includes a 13.3 acre (54 hectare) school site which would accommodate two elementary schools.  
Middle school age students would attend either Gasper de Deportola or Farb.  Gasper de Deportola is 
located geographically closer to Site 8 then Farb.  High school age students are projected to attend 
Junipero Serra High School.   
 
Table 4.4-3 shows the impact of the net change in student population on the local schools.  These 
numbers indicate that the number of students generated by Site 8 would have an impact on the junior 
high and high schools.  However, the SDUSD has indicated that it could accommodate these 
additional students by expansion of the capacity at existing school sites (SDUSD 2000).  The middle 
school students would be assigned to either Gasper de Deportola or Farb on a space available basis.  
Therefore, the total capacity for both these middle schools has been combined as shown on 
Table 4.4-3. 
 
 

Table 4.4-3.  Site 8 Impacts to Middle and High School Facilities 
 

School 
Total  

Capacity 
2002-2003 

Enrollment 
Available  
Capacity 

Net Change  
from Project 

Resulting  
Surplus/Deficit 

Gasper de Deportola 1,080 1,006 74 – – 
Farb 1,070 984 86 – – 
Subtotal for Middle Schools 2,150 1,990 160 +228 -68 
Junipero Serra 2,117 1,951 166 +163 3 
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In addition to on-site land provided for the two proposed elementary schools, school districts may be 
eligible for compensation for the addition of federally connected students.  Impact aid is intended to 
compensate local school districts for burdens placed on their resources by federal activity.  Schools 
must apply for impact aid through a competitive process, and funds are paid directly by the 
Department of Education (U.S. Department of Education 1995).  The DoD would assist, to the extent 
practicable, affected schools in their pursuit for federal impact aid.  
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
Fire Protection 
 
No significant impacts have been identified; therefore, no mitigation measures are required. 
 
Police Service 
 
Increased staffing of the MCAS Miramar military police force would reduce impacts to below 
significance.  If DON and the State of California choose to change the status of Site 8 to, at a 
minimum, concurrent legislative jurisdiction, police service would be provided by the San Diego 
Police Department.  Because military police would respond only to calls involving active duty 
military personnel exclusively, increased military police staffing would not be required. 
 
Schools 
 
In addition to the provisions of approximately 13.3 acres (5.4 hectares) of on-site land for elementary 
school facilities included as part of the Proposed Action, the following mitigation measures would 
reduce impacts to schools: 
 
• Federal Impact Aid Funds could be made available in accordance with Title VIII of the 

Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (as amended through January 12, 2002).  
Impact aid is intended to compensate local school districts for burdens placed on their resources 
by federal activity.  Schools must apply for impact aid with funds paid directly by the 
Department of Education (U.S. Department of Education 1995).  The DoD would assist, to the 
extent practicable, affected schools in their pursuit for federal impact aid. 
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• For purpose of student forecasting for the middle and high school, the San Diego Unified School 
District would be notified of development approval and estimated completion at least six months 
prior to the new school year. 

 
Site 8B – SR 52 Interchange (Alternative Access) 
 
Impacts 
 
If the alternate access is chosen, public service impacts would be the same as those described for Site 
8A - Preferred Alternative. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
Mitigation measures would be the same as the Preferred Alternative. 
 
4.4.2 Site 2 
 
Impacts 
 
Fire Protection 
 
Under this alternative, fire service impacts to Site 2 would be similar to Site 8.  Development of 
Site 2 would result in an increased demand for fire protection at the proposed housing development.  
This increased demand would not be a significant impact because fire services would be provided by 
existing and planned fire stations.  Due to its existing exclusive jurisdiction status, fire service would 
continue to be provided by the Federal Fire Department on MCAS Miramar.  During the 
construction phase of the proposed project, fire service for this alternative would be provided by the 
Elliott temporary station with emergency backup from local jurisdictions.  The permanent facility 
scheduled for construction in the 2006-2007 fiscal year is currently under evaluation.  The station 
would be located to include the maximum fire protection coverage for East Miramar.  If the 
concurrent legislative jurisdiction were implemented as discussed under Site 8, it is assumed that 
City of San Diego Fire Station 37 located at Spring Canyon and Blue Cypress Drive, approximately 
5 miles (7 kilometers) from Site 2, in the community of Scripps Ranch, would provide service to the 
site because it is the closest station.  Site 2 would also include the design features to prevent fire 
hazards as discussed for Site 8.  The firebreaks for this alternative would be the same as discussed 
for Site 8. 
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Police Service 
 
As discussed for Site 8, the staff of the existing on-station military police force is not large enough to 
meet the demands of a housing development in East Miramar.  This impact would be significant. 
 
Schools 
 
The number of students generated by Site 2 was calculated using the methodology described for 
Site 8 (Table 4.4-1).  Table 4.4-4 reflects the projected student population under this alternative.  The 
projection show that upon completion of Site 2, the housing development would generate an 
estimated total of 1,011 students.  Specifically, Site 2 would generate a net increase of 731 
elementary students, 142 middle school students, and 103 high school students.  
 
 

Table 4.4-4.  Site 2 Projected Student Population 
 

Rank Bedrooms 
Projected  

Housing Units K-5 Students 
Middle School 

Students 
High School 

Students 

E-1 - E-3 2 50 4 1 0 
E-1 - E-3 3 112 62 5 4 
E-1 - E-3 4 38 41 5 6 
E-4 - E-6 2 202 5 4 5 
E-4 - E-6 3 446 387 61 31 
E-4 - E-6 4 152 232 66 57 

Total  1,000 731 142 103 
 
 
Based on the projected number of elementary age students for Site 2, there would be a need for 
approximately one elementary school.  Land on site has been set aside within the project boundaries 
for construction of elementary school facilities by SDUSD.  The construction of the school would be 
the responsibility of SDUSD.  Specifically, the site plan includes a 11.3-acre (4.5-hectare) school 
site. 
 
Elementary students for the new housing development would attend the proposed on-site elementary 
school.  The closest middle school at present is Marshall Middle School; however, capacity at this 
school has been reached, and conversion of Marshall Middle School to an elementary school is 
planned for 2006.  According to the SDUSD, the interim period students generated by Site 2 would 



4.4 Public Services  
 
 

  
Page 4.4-8 MFH Project EIS 
 8K050/CHAPTER 04.04   6/20/03 

need to attend Wangenheim Middle School in Mira Mesa, which is approximately 8 miles (13 
kilometers) from Site 2.  Scripps Ranch High School is the closest high school to serve students for 
Site 2.  The high school is located approximately 6.5 miles (10 kilometers) from Site 2.  SDUSD 
does not provide student transportation to schools, with the exception of special education and 
integration programs.  Table 4.4-5 indicates the forecasted capacity and enrollment for the schools 
that would be affected by the housing development.  As indicated in Table 4.4-5, Wangenheim is 
operating within capacity and could accommodate the deficit at Marshall; however, as stated above, 
geographically it is not the closest school. 
 
 

Table 4.4-5.  Site 2 Impacts to Middle and High School Facilities 
 

School 
Total  

Capacity 
2002-2003 

Enrollment 
Available  
Capacity 

Net Change  
from Project 

Resulting  
Surplus/Deficit 

Wangenheim 1,657 1,381 276 +142 134 
Marshall 1,118 1,090 28 +142 -114 
Scripps 2,576 2,082 494 +103 391 

 
 
As described under the Preferred Alternative, receipt of Federal Impact Aid by the SDUSD would 
enable the school district to provide mitigation for additional students. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
Fire Protection 
 
No significant impacts have been identified; therefore, no mitigation measures are required. 
 
Police Service 
 
Increased staffing of the MCAS Miramar military police force would reduce impacts to below 
significance.  If DON and the State of California choose to change the status of Site 2, to at a 
minimum, concurrent legislative jurisdiction, police service would be provided by the San Diego 
Police Department Northeastern Division, located on Salmon River Road, approximately 10 miles 
(16 kilometers) away, in the community of Scripps Ranch.  Because military police would only 
respond to calls involving active duty military personnel exclusively, increased military police 
staffing would not be necessary. 
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Schools 
 
Under this alternative impacts to the local schools would occur.  In addition to the provisions of 
approximately 11.3 acres (4.5 hectares) of on-site land for elementary school facilities included as 
part of the Proposed Action, the following mitigation measures would reduce these impacts: 
 
• Federal Impact Aid Funds could be made available in accordance with Title VIII of the 

Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (as amended through January 12, 2002).  
Impact aid is intended to compensate local school districts for burdens placed on their resources 
by federal activity.  Schools must apply for impact aid with funds paid directly by the 
Department of Education (U.S. Department of Education 1995).  The DoD would assist, to the 
extent practicable, affected schools in their pursuit for federal impact aid. 

 
• For purposes of student forecasting for the middle and high school, the SDUSD would be 

notified of development approval and estimated completion at least six months prior to the new 
school year. 

 
4.4.3 Site 3 
 
Impacts 
 
Fire Protection 
 
Development of Site 3 would result in an increased demand for fire protection at the proposed 
housing development.  Due to its existing exclusive jurisdiction status, fire service would continue to 
be provided by the Federal Fire Department on MCAS Miramar.  This increased demand would not 
be a significant impact because fire services could be provided by existing and planned fire stations.  
During the construction phase of the proposed project, fire service for this alternative would be 
provided by the Elliott temporary station with emergency backup from local jurisdictions.  The 
permanent facility scheduled for construction during the 2006-2007 fiscal year is currently under 
evaluation. 
 
Site 3 would also include design features to prevent fire hazards as discussed for Site 8.  The 
firebreaks for this alternative would be the same as Site 8. 
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Police Service 
 
As discussed for Site 8, the staff of the existing on-station military polie force is not large enough to 
meet the demands of a housing development in East Miramar.  This impact would be signficant. 
 
School 
 
The projected number of students generated by Site 3 was calculated using the methodology 
described for Site 8 (Table 4.4-1).  Site 3 would have an additional 1,246 new housing units which 
would generate approximately 903 K-5 students, 174 middle school students, and 125 high school 
students.  Table 4.4-6 reflects the projected student population under this alternative. 
 
 

Table 4.4-6.  Site 3 Projected Student Population 
 

Rank Bedrooms 
Projected 

Housing Units K-5 Students 
Middle School 

Students 
High School 

Students 

E-1 - E-3 2 64 5 1 0 
E-1 - E-3 3 139 77 7 5 
E-1 - E-3 4 46 49 6 6 
E-4 - E-6 2 256 7 5 6 
E-4 - E-6 3 557 484 76 39 
E-4 - E-6 4 184 281 79 69 

Total  1,246 903 174 125 
 
 
Based on the projected number of elementary age students for Site 3, there would be a need for 
approximately one elementary school.  Land on site has been set aside within the project boundaries 
for construction of elementary school facilities by SDUSD.  The construction of the school would be 
the responsibility of the SDUSD.  Specifically, the site plan includes a 12-acre (4.8 hectare) school 
site.  Elementary students for the new housing development would attend the proposed on-site 
elementary school.  As with Site 2, the closest middle school at present is Marshall Middle School.  
Due to the capacity issues addressed in Site 2, students for Site 3 would also have to attend 
Wangenheim Middle School until the new middle school is constructed.  Scripps Ranch High School 
is the closest high school to serve students for Site 3 and as stated above is located 3.2 miles  
(5 kilometers) from the site.  Table 4.4-7 shows the enrollment and capacities for schools serving 
Site 3. 
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Table 4.4-7.  Site 3 Impacts to Middle and High School Facilities 

 

School 
Total  

Capacity 
2002-2003 

Enrollment 
Available  
Capacity 

Net Change 
from Project 

Resulting  
Surplus/Deficit 

Wangenheim 1,657 1,381 276 +142 134 
Marshall 1,118 1,090 28 +142 -114 
Scripps 2,576 2,082 494 +103 391 

 
 
As described under the Preferred Alternative, receipt of Federal Impact Aid by the SDUSD provides 
mitigation for the impact from additional students. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
Fire Protection 
 
No significant impacts were identified; therefore, no mitigation measures are required. 
 
Police Service 
 
Increased staffing of the MCAS military police force would reduce impacts on police service to 
below significance.  If DON and the State of California choose to change the status of Site 3 to, at a 
minimum, concurrent legislative jurisdiction, police service would be provided by the San Diego 
Police Department Northeastern Division located on Salmon River Road, approximately 10 miles 
(16 kilometers) away, in the community of Scripps Ranch.  Because military police would respond 
only to calls involving active duty military personnel exclusively, increased military police staffing 
would not be necessary. 
 
Schools 
 
In addition to the provisions of approximately 12 acres (4.8 hectares) of on-site land for elementary 
school facilities included as part of the Proposed Action, the following mitigation measures would 
reduce impacts to schools: 
 
• Federal Impact Aid Funds would be made available in accordance with Title VIII of the 

Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (as amended through January 12, 2002).  
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Impact aid is intended to compensate local school districts for burdens placed on their resources 
by federal activity.  Schools must apply for impact aid with funds paid directly by the 
Department of Education (U.S. Department of Education 1995).  The DoD would assist, to the 
extent practicable, affected schools in their pursuit for federal impact aid. 

 
• For purpose of student forecasting for the middle and high school, the SDUSD would be notified 

of development approval and estimated completion at least six months prior to the new school 
year. 

 
4.4.4 No Action 
 
Impacts 
 
No impact to fire services, police services, or schools would occur with this alternative since the 
proposed housing would not be constructed and there would be no additional demands on these 
services. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
No mitigation measures are required. 
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4.5 VISUAL RESOURCES 
 
The Proposed Action would affect the visual environment by introducing MFH and access roads into 
relatively undeveloped areas of East Miramar.  The evaluation of the visual change depends upon a 
variety of factors including the degree to which the project would be seen by potentially sensitive 
viewers (individuals with an interest in the visual environment who might see the view in question), 
viewer attitudes and activities, the distance from which the project would be observed, and the extent 
to which the project would be consistent with established visual quality goals and objectives. A 
number of variables affect the degree of visibility and visual contrast, including the scale and size of 
facilities, site design, color and texture of the structures, and the influences of adjacent scenery or 
land uses. 
 
The anticipated visual impact of the proposed alternatives was evaluated using a multi-step process.  
A computer 3-D model was generated with topography of surrounding areas, including SR 52 post-
construction, as well as post-grading topography within each of the housing sites.  Typical elevations 
were estimated at the housing sites, assuming two-story units.  In this way, the elevation of a unit on 
the housing site after grading and construction could be compared to elevations in surrounding areas.  
If the elevation of the housing unit would be higher and there were no intervening points to block 
views, it may be “seen” from surrounding points at a lower elevation.  Using the 3-D model, it was 
possible to understand where the MFH or access road, after construction, may be visible.  The 3-D 
model outputs are large “working” maps that do not translate well into document graphics.  The full-
size outputs are available for review at SWDIV.  It should be noted that the model does not consider 
intervening vegetation or built structures in the surrounding areas, so representative points were field 
verified.  Key observation points (KOPs) were chosen based on the computer model and ground-
truthing for individual analysis and to represent either typical or worst-case views for impact 
evaluation.  
 
Significance determinations were made considering viewer sensitivity, the number of viewers, and 
visual contrast associated with the Proposed Action.  An evaluation was undertaken to document the 
visual contrast of the project based on the degree of change in line, form, color, and texture that the 
project would create in conjunction with the existing environment.  Three levels of contrast were 
considered: weak, moderate, and strong.  Weak suggests minor or low visual contrast with the 
surrounding landscape, while strong contrasts suggest facilities that would be highly evident or 
dominate a setting. 
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Visual sensitivity is dependent upon viewer attitudes, the types of activities in which people are 
engaged in when viewing the project, and the distance from which the project would be seen.  
Overall, higher degrees of visual sensitivity are correlated with areas where people live, are engaged 
in recreational outdoor pursuits, or participate in scenic or pleasure driving.  Conversely, visual 
sensitivity is considered low to moderate in industrial or commercial areas where the scenic quality 
of the environment does not affect the value of the activity.  For this analysis, sensitive viewers are 
generally defined as nearby residents, users of parks in adjacent residential communities, hikers at 
Mission Trails Regional Park, and drivers along SR 52 because it is eligible for a scenic highway 
designation.  Drivers along I-15 are not considered sensitive viewers because it has not been 
designated as scenic.  Military staff on the Air Station are also not considered sensitive viewers.   
 
Site design for the three sites in East Miramar considered potential visibility from surrounding land 
uses and attempted to minimize clear views from nearby residential communities.  The footprints 
evaluated in this EIS are based on an iterative process by which a larger planning area was 
considered and then reduced in size to minimize or avoid development in areas identified as visible 
off station.  The description of the methodology is intended to provide an understanding of how the 
potential footprints were situated. 
 
The approach used to determine the footprint location for each site was based on a test and re-test 
philosophy.  The visibility and landform of the sites were analyzed, initial areas of development 
potential were identified, a site plan was created, and the landform and visibility of the sites were 
then re-tested to make sure that they still met the original goals.  The overall goal was to 
accommodate the site plan and units while preserving as much of the natural landform as possible.  
Another important goal was to make sure that proposed development would have limited visibility to 
adjacent off-station developed areas. 
 
The first step in the site plan was the running of viewshed models.  Utilizing ArcView Spatial 
Analyst, a landform model was developed based on existing topography.  A viewshed was 
developed that identified all of the surrounding area that would be able to see one or more parts of 
the site. This viewshed was then used to determine where sensitive viewers would and would not see 
the site. Additional viewshed maps were then developed, taken from the viewpoint of these sensitive 
visual receptors.  Various locations were analyzed, and a composite viewshed map was developed 
that indicated the overall visibility of different portions of each site.  Highly visible areas of the site 
were then considered to be outside of the potential development footprint.  
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The landform models were also used to determine the steepness of the site.  Excessively steep and 
large contiguous slopes were then excluded from the potential development footprint. Landform 
elements that were considered to be important visual screens of the interior or edge of the proposed 
developments were also identified as part of this landform model analysis.  If a ridge or hilltop 
served to block views into other portions of the site, it was then considered to be a landform that 
needed to be preserved.  
 
The visual analysis assumed that the site planning techniques and grading philosophies incorporated 
into the preliminary site plans would be implemented in future design-build or privatization contracts 
for this Proposed Action.  It also assumed landscape plans would provide at least one front yard tree 
and one backyard tree per unit.  The landscape plans also assumed a brush management zonal 
approach to slopes located around the edge of the site and next to natural areas. In most cases, the 
manufactured slopes would provide the buffer area needed for a defensible fire management zone.  
In those areas where a new slope would not be wide enough to provide the needed buffer, the site 
plan has included this distance as part of the overall project footprint. 
 
The latest version of the City of San Diego’s brush management plan and landscape ordinance is 
assumed to be a minimum requirement for this project, though the Navy and Marine Corps are not 
bound by it. Revegetation of all interior and exterior slopes is assumed under this plan.  Interior 
slopes can be planted with any non-invasive, low-flammable, and low-maintenance species of 
ground cover and shrubs.  Exterior slopes should only be planted with native material that is 
indigenous to the immediate area, while recognizing brush management criteria. It should be 
assumed that all slopes would be created with underground irrigation systems, though the external 
slopes should only be watered for native plant establishment for the first two or three summers.  The 
irrigation should be kept in place and tested occasionally for use in fire suppression and to avoid 
having an extra-dry slope during drought periods. 
 
Other street tree, project entryway, and open space landscaping is assumed to be of similar levels to 
development in Scripps Ranch and Tierrasanta for the MFH sites. 
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4.5.1 Site 8 
 
Site 8A – Santo Road Access (Preferred Alternative) 
 
Impacts 
 
Constructing the access road to the site and level pads for housing development would substantially 
change the existing landform; however, much of the modified area would not be visible to 
surrounding sensitive viewers.  The access road would be over 2 miles (3.2 kilometers) in length 
with an alternating pattern of cut and fill.  The cut slopes have the greatest potential for visual 
contrast as they would expose typically lighter soils which would be noticeable compared to the 
green and brown vegetation.  Maximum cuts of approximately 100 feet (30 meters) would be located 
approximately 1 mile (1.6 kilometers) east of the existing interchange at Santo Road, but the exposed 
slope would be oriented north, into the Air Station.  The eastern perimeter of the housing site would 
also have cut slopes, as the housing would be constructed at the base of a ridgeline, in part to screen 
views.  Cut slopes of 70 to over 150 feet (21 to over 45 meters) would be exposed and oriented 
generally west, into the site itself.  Construction of the housing site would result in an estimated 
5,300,000 cy (4,056,850 cubic meters) of balanced cut and fill material.  Construction of the access 
road would result in an estimated 270,000 cy (206,415 cubic meters) of cut and 870,000 cy (665,115 
cubic meters) of fill.  More detail regarding grading quantity is included in Section 3.8 (Soils and 
Geology). 
 
Figure 4.5-1 shows the location of the KOPs for all three alternative sites in East Miramar.  A total 
of four KOP’s were selected to represent visually sensitive locales for Site 8.  KOP 1 is Fortuna 
Mountain and represents the worst-case views of users at Mission Trails Regional Park.  KOPs 2 
and 3 are from Caminito Playa Catalina and Via Playa Los Santos, respectively, representing various  
views from Tierrasanta residents east of Via Vallarta.  KOP 4 is from the Montanosa condominium 
complex just west of Via Vallarta.  The pattern of visibility from I-15 and SR 52 was also derived by 
considering viewers at one-half-mile (0.8-kilometer) increments from the interchange north to 
Carroll Canyon Road, and east almost 1 mile (1.6 kilometers) past the Air Station boundary.  The 
model-generated print outs showing the KOPs and resulting visibility are available at Southwest 
Division. 
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KOP 1 – Fortuna Mountain 
 
Fortuna Mountain is the highest peak in the foreground/middle ground viewing distance and hikers 
at the top are provided clear views of Tierrasanta, the two freeways, much of MCAS Miramar and 
Santee.  There are more distant views of surrounding suburban areas in Scripps Ranch and Mira 
Mesa to the north, as well as Allied Gardens and San Carlos to the south.  The proposed housing 
development and access road would be clearly visible, although the access road would be in the 
middle ground viewing distance.  The substantial cut slopes and the high unit count in the otherwise 
undeveloped area at East Miramar would result in a strong contrast to users at the mountain trails.  
However, the overall contrast would be reduced in the larger context of suburban views from this 
high peak.  The proposed development would be similar in nature to Tierrasanta homes also in the 
foreground viewing distance.  Other park users would have even less clear views, as intervening 
topography, SR 52, and internal orientation of canyons would reduce the contrast to weak or 
moderate.  The visual impact would be less than significant. 
 
KOPs 2 and 3 – Caminito Playa Catalina and Via Playa Los Santos 
 
These two KOPs represent the various views available to residents northeast of Via Valarta, who are 
closest to the housing site, although they are south of SR 52 and in the middle ground viewing  
distance.  The housing site itself would not be visible.  Given intervening topography, views would 
be either limited to nearby streets, homes, or adjacent canyons, or expanded to also have views 
across SR 52 of the access road.  Figure 4.5-2 is a photograph taken from Caminito Plaza Catalina 
showing how the hills of Mission Trails Regional Park block views further north of Site 8.  This 
picture represents a typical view.  Figure 4.5-3 is the worst-case condition (e.g., greatest visibility 
from this neighborhood).  As shown, clear views are provided across the neighborhood of 
Tierrasanta to East Miramar.  From this location, the proposed access road and interchange would be 
visible, but the housing units would be primarily behind the hills and out of sight.  Typically, views 
would be limited to those residents on the edges of the neighborhood, as landscaping and buildings 
would block views from other homes.  The access road would have a low to moderate contrast 
because it would be seen in the context of two much larger freeways and other suburban 
development.  The visual impact would be less than significant.  
 
KOP 4 – Montanosa Condominium Complex 
 
This complex is located at a high point just west of Via Valarta with views north toward the 
freeways and beyond to the training areas in East Miramar.  Due to siting design, the housing site 



Figure 4.5-2
Site 8, KOP 2

Looking northeast from Caminito Playa Catalina.
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Figure 4.5-3
Site 8, KOP 3

Looking northwest from pocket park across the street from 5125 Via Playa Los Santos.
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would not be visible from this location, but the access road would be, particularly the first mile  
(0.8 kilometer) from the interchange.  The access road would be visible from this location and there 
would be intermittent views.  The contrast would be moderate and the visual impact would be less 
than significant.  Figure 4.5-4 is a photograph showing the typical view from this complex for those 
units on the northwestern edge, particularly the second story.  Other units views would be blocked 
by buildings. 
 
Drivers Along I-15 
 
Drivers along I-15 would have clear views of the generally undeveloped East Miramar area, 
particularly the open San Clemente Canyon and incised mesa to the south.  The access road leading 
to Site 8 would be clearly visible for most of its length, although the length visible may change for 
drivers as they drive north or south on the freeway.  The visible portions would be evident because 
they would introduce substantial manufactured features north of SR 52, which otherwise serve as a 
visual barrier to suburban development.  The impact would not be significant, however, because the 
undeveloped terrain closest to the freeway (foreground) would remain unchanged.  These viewers 
are not considered significant. 
 
Drivers Along SR 52 
 
SR 52 is eligible for designation as a scenic highway, and the view from the road is considered more 
sensitive. The two most visible elements for drivers along SR 52 in the approximately 4.5-mile (7.2-
kilometer) distance between SR 163 and the eastern Air Station boundary are Fortuna Mountain and 
the I-15/SR 163/SR 52 interchange.  Within this length, the Air Station north of the freeway appears 
relatively undeveloped, although dirt roads, fire breaks and some building complexes are visible.  
The predominant view is of the hillsides and slopes within 0.25 to 0.50 mile (0.4 to 0.8 kilometer) of 
the freeway.  To the south of the freeway are views of the suburban community of Tierrasanta, 
including some homes on the gently rolling hills approaching Mission Trails Regional Park, and the 
undeveloped slopes within the park itself.  From this freeway, there would be intermittent views of 
the access road in the distance, although the slopes adjacent to the freeway would remain unchanged.  
The housing site itself would be obscured by the terrain.  The Proposed Action would not enhance 
the visual resources of the corridor because it would introduce a paved road and associated cut and 
fill slopes on the north side of SR 52.  However, it would not eliminate the conditions that are 
aesthetically pleasing because the slopes adjacent to the freeway would remain unchanged.  
Although the access road would be visible, the change to the viewing experience would be less than 
significant. 



Figure 4.5-4
Site 8, KOP 4

Looking north from parking lot at Montanosa Condominium complex.
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Plans and Policies 
 
The MCAS Miramar BEAP has no specific guidance for East Miramar, but there are architectural 
guidelines for housing at West Miramar that should be applied to this MFH action.  In addition, the 
MFH would be designed in accordance with Navy Housing Project Standards (NAVFAC Instruction 
11101.85H) (DON 2000b).  The level of detail at this planning and decision-making stage is not 
adequate to determine whether very specific architectural guidelines contained in the BEAP and 
Navy Housing Project Standards are satisfied.  It is assumed that landscape treatments and the 
guidelines summarized in Section 3.5 would be adhered to for site design if Site 8A were selected.  
Those landscaping plans are also assumed to be consistent with the Presidential Memo and INRMP 
guidelines discussed in Section 3.5.  Brush management guidelines have been incorporated into site 
planning to date as they are appropriate at this stage.  There would be no significant impacts related 
to consistency with the MCAS Miramar BEAP on the INRMP. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
The measures outlined below shall be incorporated into detailed site planning for the MFH action to 
avoid or reduce visual impacts to MFH residents and those surrounding viewers with intermittent 
views. 
 
• Landform grades where slopes do not remain should be recontoured with consistent slope 

aspects.  Landform slope should taper from existing slopes to the manufactured slopes with a 
natural progression of steepness.  A combination of 4:1, 3:1, and 2:1 slopes should be 
considered, and in some cases 12:1 slopes should be allowed where geologic and soil 
information indicates that this slope will be stable. A variety of concave and convex slopes 
should be considered.  Natural drainage swales and depressions or changes in landform should 
also be repeated throughout the project slopes and made to line up with these natural 
occurrences. 

 
• Landform screening should be required where a ridge line would determine whether or not the 

project can be seen.  These ridge lines occur on all three sites on East Miramar.  This mitigation 
would include the protection and the enhancement of these ridge lines.  In some cases, the 
screening capability of these landforms can be increased through the use of landscape materials 
that would extend their overall screening.  However, this technique should not be used where the 
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occurrence of landscaping or major trees would be out of character or contrast too greatly with 
adjacent vegetation. 

 
• Project setbacks should be used where the location and height of development would become 

visible to adjacent properties or public roadways.  These buffer zones should be kept free of 
structures but may contain park uses and other landscaping. 

 
• Vegetation of slopes that are adjacent to natural slopes should utilize similar species. Care must 

be given to matching the color and texture of these adjacent slopes.  Plant spacing and/or 
hydroseed specifications must take into account that the adjacent slopes need to be matched in 
terms of species composition, spacing, and growth irregularities. 

 
Site 8B – SR 52 Interchange (Alternative Access) 
 
Impacts 
 
The new interchange would be located on SR 52 just south of the MFH site, approximately 2 miles 
(3.2 kilometers)  east of the Santo Road interchange, and would eliminate the need for the two-mile 
(3.2 kilometer) access road extending northeast from Santo Road.  From KOP 1, viewers would see a 
new interchange in the foreground distance instead of the access road in the middle ground distance.  
The new interchange is a substantial feature and would be located along the portion of SR 52 
between Santo Road and Santee, where there are no other roadways or urban features.  The contrast 
would be strong and the visual impact significant.   
 
At KOP 2 (Figure 4.5-2), the model indicates viewers would not see this portion of SR 52 so there 
would be no contrast and no significant impact.  These viewers would also not have intermittent 
views of the access road if this interchange is constructed thereby avoiding a significant visual 
impact.  At KOP 3, the distant views of the access road would be eliminated but the interchange 
would be clearly visible and a strong contrast to the unmodified hillside.  The visual impact would 
be significant.  At KOP 4, the interchange would likely be visible and would introduce a new urban 
feature in that portion of SR 52 that traverses relatively undisturbed landform – the contrast would 
be high.  The intermittent views of the access road would be eliminated. The visual impact would not 
be considered significant in either case.  Drivers along SR 52, which is eligible for scenic highway 
designation, would have clear foreground views of the interchange and associated cut and fill slopes.  
At this location, viewers driving eastbound currently view the large, unmodified hill on East 
Miramar and the slopes leading to Fortuna Mountain to the south.  The suburban character of Santee 
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and Tierrasanta are obscured by terrain.  Driving west, views are similar in character, although 
portions of Tierrasanta would be available.  The proximity to the driver of this substantial 
manufactured feature as well as the contrast to surrounding natural character would result in a 
significant visual impact. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
There are no measures to avoid or substantially reduce the visual impact to recreationalists viewing 
the site from Mission Trails Regional Park or drivers on SR 52; however, the mitigation measure 
regarding future design at Site 8A would apply to this alternative as well. 
 
4.5.2 Site 2 
 
Impacts 
 
The landform change at Site 2 would be similar to Site 8 in that canyons would be filled and ridges 
cut to create flat, developable areas for roads and houses.  Fills in the canyons would vary from 20 to 
100 feet (6 to 30 meters) with most being 50 feet (15 meters) and greater.  The largest cut slope of 
70 feet (21 meters) would be located on the south side of the road in the most eastern development 
parcel.  The exposed cut would be oriented north toward the development parcel itself.  Total 
grading for the housing site is estimated to be 6,600,000 (5,045,700 cubic meters) of balanced cut 
and fill.  For more detail refer to Section 3.8 (Soils and Geology). 
 
KOPs for Site 2 (Figure 4.5-1) were selected based on likely and worst-case visibility and sensitivity.  
The areas with greatest visibility of the housing site are located on the Air Station itself and to the 
north, across Beeler Canyon, where industrial parks have recently been developed. Neither MCAS 
Miramar personnel nor industrial park employees are considered sensitive and they are not 
considered further.  KOP 1 is from Birch Bluff Avenue, just southwest of the housing site entrance 
and represents all homes on the edge of the Air Station in this orientation.  KOP 2 is from Cypress 
Canyon Park and KOP 3 is from Cypress Canyon Drive, representing residents and park users in the 
neighborhood northwest of the Spring Canyon/Pomerado Road intersection.  KOP 4 is from 
Angelique Street and represents residents further north toward Scripps Poway Parkway. 
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KOP 1 – Birch Bluff Avenue 
 
Birch Bluff Avenue runs north-south on a ridge line with views east toward the Air Station, although 
views would be limited to those residents on the eastern side of the road.  Other viewers on the west 
side would be blocked by intervening homes.  The 3-D model indicates that views would be 
available of the access spine road connecting the parcels and of the housing area south of the road.  
The contrast here would be moderate to strong. Moderate because only a small portion of the 
housing would be visible at the edges of proposed development, but strong because there is high 
expectation for open space on the historically undeveloped portion of the Air Station.  There would 
be a significant impact to visual resources for these residents.  Figure 4.5-5 is a photograph taken 
from the rear yard of 10627 Birch Bluff Avenue showing the clear view of the ridge road and 
housing site.  Much of the housing north of the spine access road would not be visible from this 
KOP. 
 
KOPs 2 and 3 – Cypress Canyon Park and Cypress Woods Drive 
 
The differing pattern of visibility from these two locations is typical of this neighborhood.  Cypress 
Canyon Park contains several athletic fields for sports (e.g., soccer and softball) and a small play 
area.  From the park, some views would be available east toward the slopes along Beeler Canyon and 
on the Air Station (Figure 4.5-6).  The large graded area in the second parcel, north of the spine road, 
would be visible from a few locations in the park, although viewers in the park are typically focused 
on athletic events not the distant views.  The foreground views from the park would be other existing 
surrounding residents and landscaping.  Impacts would be considered less than significant.  Views 
from Cypress Woods Drive would be limited to the immediately surrounding homes and the MFH 
site would not be visible (Figure 4.5-7). The contrast here would be low and the impact less than 
significant. 
 
KOP 4 – Nikita Court 
 
Further north where the residents would have more distant views, they are oriented primarily toward 
the north and west.  The 3-D model at this location identifies views north toward Poway and no 
visibility of the housing development.  There would be no impact to visual resources.  There is one 
street, Kikita Court, where rear yards are at an elevation and orientation to have views of East  
Miramar and the currently undeveloped areas along Beeler Canyon (Figure 4.5-8).   While many 
hills can be seen in the distance, the proposed MFH site is obscured by terrain, buildings, and trails.  
There would be no visual impact. 



Figure 4.5-5
Site 2, KOP 1

Looking east from rear yard at 10627 Birch Bluff Avenue.

EXISTING ACCESS ROAD TO BE WIDENED
AREA SOUTH OF SPINE ROAD

TO BE DEVELOPED WITH
PROPOSED HOUSING



Figure 4.5-6
Site 2, KOP 2

Typical view of chaparral, fire breaks, buildings, from eastern terminus of Miramar Way.

PROPOSED HOUSING SITE
OBSCURED BY TERRAIN AND LANDSCAPES

Looking southeast from Cypress Canyon Park.



Figure 4.5-7
Site 2, KOP 3

Looking southeast from Cypress Woods Drive just below Cypress Canyon Park.

PROPOSED HOUSING SITE
OBSCURED BY LANDSCAPING



Figure 4.5-8
 Site 2, KOP 4

Looking southeast toward MCAS Miramar and Beeler Canyon from rear yard of home on Nikita Court.

PROPOSED HOUSING SITE
OBSCURED BY TERRAIN AND LANDSCAPING
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Plans and Policies 
 
Assuming that landscape and architectural guidelines would be followed as appropriate from the 
MCAS Miramar BEAP and the Navy Housing Project Standards, there would be no significant 
impacts.  It is too early in the design process to verify these elements, and such design elements 
would not be considered in detail until an alternative site is selected.  The brush management 
guidelines in the BEAP have been followed in the site design process for this action, as well as the 
INRMP landscaping guidelines, so there would be no significant policy impacts. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
There are no measures to avoid or substantially reduce the visual impacts to the residents on the 
eastern side of Birch Bluff Avenue.  The mitigation measures regarding future design requirements 
for Site 8 are applicable to this site as well, which would ensure landscaping to buffer the view. 
 
4.5.3 Site 3 
 
Impacts 
 
This housing site alternative would involve a 2-mile-long (3.2-kilometer-long) access road from the 
existing Miramar Way interchange, across the highly visible flat portion of East Miramar leading to 
the housing area.  There would be cut and fill to create buildable pads.  Much of the access road 
would involve only slight fill, and the cut locations would be relatively minor, less than 10 feet 
(3.0 meters), because it would traverse relatively level terrain.  The housing area would require 
substantial fill quantities, to create the level pad.  Maximum cut slopes would be 70 feet 
(21.3 meters) at the southern boundary of the development and 50 feet (15.2 meters) at the 
northwestern edge.  Generally, the development edges would be fill locations of 30-, 60-, or 70-foot 
(9.1-, 18.9-, or 21.3-meter) heights.  Grading quantities are estimated at 720,000 cy (5,504,400 cubic 
meters) of balanced cut and fill for the housing development.  Grading quantities for the access road 
are estimated to be 160,000 cy (128,436 cubic meters) of cut and 96,000 cy (73,392 cubic meters) of 
fill.  For more detail, refer to Section 3.8 (Soils and Geology). 
 
Given the terrain, the access road would be clearly visible from all of I-15, the portion of the Air 
Station north of Sycamore Canyon, and north-facing slopes along Sycamore Canyon.  Views for Air 
Station personnel are not considered further because they are employees and not engaged in 
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activities when scenic quality is an expectation.  There are dormitories at USIU which contain 
potentially sensitive viewers.  Based on field verification, the dorms are located such that intervening 
trees and topography would block views of either the access road or housing site.  The access road 
would be visible from USIU parking lots at the southern edge of the campus, but that is not 
considered a sensitive location.  Just east of USIU there are many homes on streets that abut the Air 
Station (e.g., Caminito Joven and Caminito Suelto), but views from these locations are also blocked 
by intervening hillsides and the eucalyptus forests that give Scripps Ranch much of its character.  
The residential areas to the northeast of the housing development site and even further north toward 
the Miramar Reservoir were selected for KOPs (Figure 4.5-1). 
 
KOP 1 is the Scripps Ranch residential location northeast of, and closest to, the housing site on Rue 
Biarritz.  KOP 2 reflects another location in this same neighborhood on Rue Chantemar where 
homes are constructed on the north side of the road facing a passive open space park with the Air 
Station immediately adjacent.  KOP 3 is on Vista Caminito Pacifico, north of Scripps Lake but south 
of the Miramar Reservoir.  KOP 4 is at Spencerport to the north of the reservoir. 
 
KOP 1 – Rue Biarritz 
 
This street is oriented northwest to southeast, with the southeast terminus pointing toward the 
proposed MFH site.  The homes at the northern end of the street are backed by a slope that blocks 
views of the site (Photo A, Figure 4.5-9), but this slope gradually descends and the homes at the 
southern end of the road have clear views of the housing site (Photo B, Figure 4.5-9).  From the most 
southeasterly home, there would be views of the filled development pad less than 1,000 feet (305 
meters) to the south. At the other side of the development area there would be views of the 70-foot 
(21.3-meter) cut slope approximately two-thirds of a mile distant.  The contrast for residential 
viewers would be strong as the proposed development would be dominant in the immediate viewing 
distance.  The size of the development (over 1,200 total units), the expectation of scenic, open views 
on East Miramar, and the visible cut and fill slopes would result in a significant visual impact. 
 
KOP 2 – Rue Chantemar 
 
The residents that front this roadway have views south across the road and a passive park to a valley 
in the Air Station.  Their viewing width is limited by slopes that rise to the east and west, and to the 
south by the northen slopes of San Clemente Canyon (Figure 4.5-10).  Those same slopes block all 
views of the MFH development site and the access road that are to the west.  There would be no 
visual impact. 



Figure 4.5-9
Site 3, KOP 1

A. Looking west at northern terminus of Rue Biarritz. Home and hill
 behind residence block views of proposed MFH site.

B. Looking southwest from behind rear yard at southern terminus of Rue Biarritz.  Some manufactored slopes and residential units may be visible.

PROPOSED HOUSING SITE



Figure 4.5-10
Site 3, KOP 2

Looking southeast from Rue Clantemar.

FORTUNA MOUNTAIN

SAN CLEMENTE CANYON

PROPOSED FAMILY HOUSING
BEHIND HILL, NOT VISIBLE
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KOP 3 – Vista Caminito Pacifico 
 
This KOP represents more distant viewers in Scripps Ranch.  The 3-D model indicates that there 
would be views of the access road near its connection to Miramar Way, and possibly the western-
most edge of the housing development site over 1 mile away (0.8 kilometer) (Figure 4.5-11).  Any 
views would be limited by the distance, landscaping, and the intervening suburban development that 
would serve to reduce the visual contrast. The contrast would be low and visual impacts would be 
less than significant.  
 
KOP 4 – Spencerport Way 
 
This KOP is located north of Miramar Reservoir, on the south-facing slopes (Figure 4.5-12).  Views 
from this KOP would be similar to KOP 3, but the greater relative distance would reduce the contrast 
even further.  The visual impact would be less than significant.  
 
Drivers Along I-15 and SR 52 
 
Drivers along I-15 would have clear views of the generally undeveloped East Miramar area, 
particularly the open San Clemente Canyon and incised mesa to the south.  The access road leading 
to Site 3 would be clearly visible for almost all of its length, although the length visible for any given 
driver would change as they drove north or south on the freeway.  There would be no large cut 
slopes or exposed contrasting soil, but the paved roadway would be a moderate contrast to the 
otherwise brown and green cover.  There may be middle ground views of the housing development 
from I-15, primarily at the very eastern edge.  The impact would not be significant, however, 
because the viewers along I-15 are not considered sensitive viewers for this viewshed.  From SR 52, 
the access road would generally not be visible, but the housing in the northeast corner could be 
visible.  The almost 3-mile distance would reduce the contrast to weak.  The visual impact is 
considered less than significant because of the distance and the undisturbed intervening terrain which 
would be a more important element of the scenic corridor. 
 
Plans and Policies 
 

Assuming that landscape and architectural guidelines would be followed as appropriate from the 
MCAS Miramar BEAP and the Navy Housing Project Standards, there would be no significant 
impacts.  It is too early in the design process to verify these elements, and such design elements 
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Figure 4.5-11
Site 3, KOP 3

Looking south toward MCAS Miramar from rear yard on Vista Caminito Pacifico.

PROPOSED HOUSING SITE
BEHIND HILL



Figure 4.5-12
Site 3, KOP 4

 Looking south across Miramar Reservoir from terminus of Spencerport Way.
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would not be considered in detail until an alternative site is selected.  The brush management 
guidelines in the BEAP and the landscaping guidelines in the INRMP have been followed in the site 
design process so there would be no significant policy impact. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
The mitigation measures regarding design requirements for the proposed action for Site 8 are 
applicable to this site as well and would minimize impacts, but there are no measures to avoid or 
substantially reduce visual impacts to the residents on the southern end of Rue Biarritz. 
 
4.5.4 No Action 
 
Impacts 
 
No impacts to visual resources would occur since the proposed housing would not be constructed 
under this alternative. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
No mitigation measures are required. 
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4.6 CULTURAL RESOURCES 
 
Regulatory Background 
 
Federal laws and regulations, including the National Historic Preservation Act (42 U.S.C. § 4332), 
the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (25 U.S.C. § 3001), the American 
Indian Religious Freedom Act (42 U.S.C. § 1996), the Archaeological Resources Protection Act (16 
U.S.C. § 470aa), Marine Corps Order for Natural Resources Management (MCO P5090.2A), the 
Marine Corps Order P5750.1, Manual for the Marine Corps Historical Program, and Operations 
Navy Instructions (OPNAVINST) 5090.1B, Historic and Archaeological Resources Protection, 
identify the Station’s regulatory responsibilities concerning cultural resources.  These include the 
need to produce an inventory of resources that are potentially eligible for the NRHP, to evaluate 
these resources for eligibility, and to consider impacts Federal projects may have on eligible 
resources.  In addressing impacts, an agency may decide to avoid impacting a resource or mitigate 
adverse impacts through measures such as data recovery.  The Native American Graves Protection 
and Repatriation Act addresses the requirements for repatriation of Native American human remains 
and associated funerary objects.  The American Indian Religious Freedom Act contains provisions 
for protection of religious rights, including freedom to worship through ceremony and traditional 
rites, and access to sites on Federal lands.  In addition, the Archaeological Resources Protection Act 
protects sites through penalties for non-compliance with its provisions and provides for authorizing 
archaeological investigations.  Chapter 8 Historical and Archaeological Resources Protection of the 
Marine Corps Order for Natural Resources Management describes how the Marine Corps will meet 
its cultural resource responsibilities through compliance with Federal laws and regulation, and 
consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO). 
 
4.6.1 Site 8 
 
Site 8A – Santo Road Access (Preferred Alternative) 
 
Impacts 
 
Two cultural resources would be impacted by development of Site 8.  Sites CA-SDI-15,729 and CA-
SDI-15,730 both may qualify as sparse lithic scatters.  The potentially impacted resources are 
summarized in Table 3.6-1.  Testing will be conducted during Winter 2002.  If investigations 
confirm that the sites meet the criteria for sparse lithic scatters, they would be evaluated under the 
Sparse Lithic Scatter Program as specified by the Office of Historic Preservation (1988).  Once a site 
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has been identified as a sparse lithic scatter and recorded/collected accordingly, the resource is 
considered ineligible for inclusion on the NRHP and impacts would be less than significant. 
 
It is not anticipated that cultural resources would be impacted within the safety buffer area (refer to 
Section 4.10.1 and Figure 4.10-1) since investigations would be limited to the surface area.  
However, if a munition or explosive of concern is discovered, it would require removal.  There is a 
potential for impacts to buried deposits if located beneath the munition or explosive. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
Testing shall be conducted for sites CA-SDI-15,729 and CA-SDI-15,730.  If they are found to be 
ineligible resources, no mitigation measures are required.  However, if the sites are eligible for the 
NRHP, mitigation would be needed to reduce the level of impacts to less than significant.  For a 
resource that is eligible for its data content, data recovery is frequently considered an appropriate 
treatment.  Under Section 106 of NHPA, impacts to an eligible resource can constitute an adverse 
effect.  If an adverse effect were found, the Marine Corps would consult to resolve the adverse effect 
pursuant to 36 C.F.R. 800.6. 
 
If a munition or explosive of concern is found in the safety buffer area and requires removal, a 
qualified archaeological monitor would be required to be onsite during the procedure. 
 
Site 8B – SR 52 Interchange (Alternative Access) 
 
Impacts 
 
No cultural resources were found within the proposed footprint for the new interchange.  Impacts 
would be the same as discussed under the Preferred Alternative. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
Mitigation measures would be the same as discussed under the Preferred Alternative. 
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4.6.2 Site 2 
 
Impacts 
 
Two archaeological sites (CA-SDI-8868 and CA-SDI-15,095) would be impacted by the 
development of Site 2.  The potentially impacted resources are summarized in Table 3.6-1.  Site CA-
SDI-8868 would be avoided through project design.  Site CA-SDI-15,095 has not been evaluated.  If 
Site 2 is selected, further evaluation would be required.  Therefore, it is assumed that impacts are 
potentially significant.  If it is found to be a eligible resource, mitigation would be required to reduce 
impacts to less than significant. 
 
It is not anticipated that cultural resources would be impacted within the safety buffer area (refer to 
Section 4.10.1 and Figure 4.10-1) since investigations would be limited to the surface area.  
However, if a munition or explosive of concern is discovered, it would require removal.  There is a 
potential for impacts to buried deposits if located beneath the munition or explosive. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
No mitigation measures are required for non-eligible resources (CA-SDI-12,602, CA-SDI-12,603, 
CA-SDI-12,604, CA-SDI-13,821/H CA-SDI-12,823, CA-SDI-13,825 and CA-SDI-13,826).  If Site 
CA-SDI-15,095 is found to be an eligible resource, mitigation measures would be needed to reduce 
the level of impact.  Typically, for a resource such as CA-SDI-15,095, archival research and/or data 
recovery could be employed to mitigate impacts to the site.  Under Section 106 of NHPA, impacts to 
an eligible resource can constitute an adverse effect.  If an adverse effect is found, the Marine Corps 
would consult to resolve the adverse effect pursuant to 36 C.F.R. 800.6. 
 
If a munition or explosive of concern is found in the safety buffer area and requires removal, a 
qualified archaeological monitor would be required to be onsite during the procedure. 
 
4.6.3 Site 3 
 
Impacts 
 
Site CA-SDI-15,731 would be impacted by the development of Site 3 and has not been evaluated for 
eligibility for the NRHP.  The potentially impacted resources are summarized in Table 3.6-1.  If Site 
3 were selected, further evaluation would be required.  Therefore, it is assumed that impacts are 
potentially significant.  If subsequent investigations confirm that the site meets the criteria for sparse 



4.6 Cultural Resources  
 
 

  
Page 4.6-4 MFH Project EIS 
 8K050/CHAPTER 04.06   6/20/03 

lithic scatters, it would be evaluated under the Sparse Lithic Scatter Program as specified by the 
Office of Historic Preservation (1988).  Once a site has been identified as a sparse lithic scatter and 
recorded/collected accordingly, the resource is considered ineligible for inclusion on the NRHP. 
 
It is not anticipated that cultural resources would be impacted within the safety buffer area (refer to 
Section 4.10.1 and Figure 4.10-1) since investigations would be limited to the surface area.  
However, if a munition or explosive of concern is discovered, it would require removal.  There is a 
potential for impacts to buried deposits if located beneath the munition or explosive. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
If CA-SDI-15,731 is found to be an ineligible resource, no mitigation measures are needed.  
However, if the site is eligible for the NRHP, mitigation would be needed to reduce the level of 
impacts.  For a resource that is eligible for its data content, data recovery is frequently considered an 
appropriate treatment.  Under Section 106 of NHPA, impacts to an eligible resource can constitute 
an adverse effect.  If an adverse effect is found, the Marine Corps will consult to resolve the adverse 
effect pursuant to 36 C.F.R. 800.6. 
 
If a munition or explosive of concern is found in the safety buffer area and requires removal, a 
qualified archaeological monitor would be required to be onsite during the procedure. 
 
4.6.4  No Action 
 
Impacts 
 
Under the No Action alternative no cultural resources would be impacted. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
Since no cultural resources would be impacted, no mitigation measures are required. 
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4.7 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
 
This section analyzes the potential impacts of the Proposed Action on the biological resources on 
each of the sites.  The site plans for each site are depicted in Figures 2-4, 2-5, 2-6, and 2-7 in 
Chapter 2 of this document.  For purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that all the biological 
resources within the proposed project footprint (excluding the safety buffer zone) would be 
permanently, directly impacted; i.e., these resources would be displaced by permanent structures 
such as buildings or roads, or replaced with non-native landscaping.   
 
Since the Proposed Action would remove all biological resources within the project footprint, there 
would be no temporary direct or indirect impacts (permanent or temporary) to on-site resources.  As 
such, there is no analysis of temporary direct or indirect (permanent or temporary) impacts to on-site 
resources.  All indirect impacts from the Proposed Action would be limited to biological resources 
immediately adjacent the project footprint.  Temporary indirect impacts would arise from 
construction activities, while permanent, indirect impacts would arise from the ongoing operation of 
the Proposed Action. 
 
Biological resources adjacent to the project footprint were analyzed for potential indirect impacts 
where pertinent.  Examples of potential off-site, indirect impacts include: 
 
1. outdoor, night-time lighting which could increase mesopredation rates on sensitive animals or 

adversely disrupt normal behavior patterns; 

2. increased noise levels which could disrupt the behavior of sensitive animals; 

3. increased urban runoff on downstream plant communities and sensitive plant populations; 

4. exotic species invasions into native communities; and 

5. interference with wildlife movement. 
 
Areas with the potential to support federal listed species were evaluated at two levels.  Pursuant to 
the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (as amended), the Proposed Action was evaluated to determine 
a finding of either “no effect” or “may effect” on listed species.  In addition, pursuant to NEPA, the 
habitats that could potentially support federal listed species were evaluated to determine whether the 
Proposed Action would result in a “significant impact” to these habitats. 
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As discussed in Section 4.14, impacts from explosive safety hazards on public safety would require 
mitigation through establishment of a safety buffer zone around the perimeter of each site.  The 
safety buffer zone represents the safety distance arc intended to provide protection from the blast 
effects and fragmentation resulting from unintentional detonation of off-site UXO.  Permanent and 
temporary direct and indirect impacts on biological resources could arise in the safety buffer zone.  
Temporary, direct impacts could arise within the safety buffer zone from the requirement to locate and 
remove UXO that may be present from previous military training exercises.  The CERCLA response 
action implemented for the selected MFH site is expected to include UXO technicians periodically 
“sweeping” the safety buffer zones to locate these MEC.  Generally, any MEC located would either be 
removed from the site or, if classified as UXO, detonated in place.  A detailed description of these 
removal operations is provided in Section 4.14.1 of this document.  These activities could temporarily, 
and in some instances permanently, impact biological resources within these safety buffer zones.  
These impacts could entail selectively removing vegetation to locate MEC or destroying vegetation by 
UXO removal processes.  Brush thinning to facilitate equipment access would not remove plant roots 
and above ground biomass would be properly disposed of at the landfill or recycled for mulch.  As 
such, these impacts are viewed as temporary because in most instances it is expected that the 
vegetation would recover to its pre-impact state.   
 
These MEC clearance activities could result in permanent direct impacts to certain sensitive 
resources, such as vernal pools, with low resiliency (ability of a community to recover to its former 
state once it has been disturbed).  Permanent land use controls such as fences could have permanent 
direct impacts if they displace biological resources.  Temporary, indirect impacts could occur to 
biological resources from fugitive dust or noise generated by the UXO removal process.  Permanent, 
indirect impacts could arise from permanent land use controls if these features were situated in 
drainage courses where they would alter hydrological processes such as erosion and sedimentation. 
 
The potential impact on biological resources within the safety buffer zone, and the nature or necessity 
of mitigation, cannot be determined at this time.  The level and type of mitigation would depend on the 
location and nature of MEC encountered, which would determine necessary clearance activities as well 
as the location of any fence or other appropriate land use control.  MEC clearance activities would be 
part of a CERCLA response.  Impacts from these activities would be further evaluated under 
CERCLA, and mitigation determined as appropriate. 
 
Mitigation measures for potential impacts to biological resources would be implemented in 
accordance with the mitigation planning guidance in the INRMP (MCAS Miramar 2000a).  This 
management plan has been reviewed by the resource agencies, and appropriate public comments 
were incorporated into this plan.  Conclusions regarding impacts are based on implementing 



4.7 Biological Resources  
 

 

  
MFH Project EIS  Page 4.7-3 
8K050/CHAPTER 04.07   6/20/03 

mitigation measures described in the subsequent biological resource subsections of this EIS.  
Specifically, these measures involve impact avoidance and minimization, habitat compensation for 
direct loss of vegetation/habitat types, and best management practices for indirect impacts to these 
resources. 
 
Table 3.7-1 lists the acreages of the vegetation communities that occur on and would be impacted by 
the three MFH sites.  Table 4.7-1 lists the acreages of direct impacts to regionally and locally 
declining vegetation and habitat types and the associated compensation.   
 
 

Table 4.7-1.  Direct Impacts to Regionally and Locally Declining Vegetation and 
Habitat Types and Associated Compensation (in Acres and Hectares) for MFH Sites 

 

Vegetation/Habitat Type 
(Replacement Ratio1) 

Site 8A 
Impacts/ 

Compensation 

Site 8B 
Impacts/ 

Compensation 

Site 2 
Impacts/ 

Compensation 

Site 3 
Impacts/ 

Compensation 
Diegan coastal sage scrub 
(1:1) 

19.24/19.24 
(7.79/7.79) 

26.66/26.66 
(10.79/10.79) 

47.23/47.23 
(19.11/19.11) 

42.44/42.44 
(17.17/17.17) 

Disturbed Diegan coastal sage 
scrub (0.5:1) 

10.86/5.43 
(4.39/2.19) 

11.27/5.64 
(4.56/2.28) 

N/A N/A 

Native grasslands (1:1) 5.80/5.80 
(2.35/2.35) 

5.80/5.80 
(2.35/2.35) 

0.52/0.52 
(0.21/0.21) 

2.48/2.48 
(1.00/1.00) 

Disturbed native grasslands 
(0.5:1) 

2.26/1.13 
(0.91/0.57) 

2.26/1.13 
(0.91/0.57) 

N/A N/A 

Vernal pools (2:1)2 0.01/0.02 
(0.005/0.01) 

0.01/0.02 
(0.005/0.01) 

N/A 0.11/0.22 
(0.04/0.09) 

Freshwater seep (2:1) 0.30/0.60 
(0.12/0.25) 

0.30/0.60 
(0.12/0.25) 

0.06/0.12 
(0.02/0.04) 

0.55/1.1 
(0.22/0.44) 

1 Replacement ratios based on assumption that all vegetation/habitat types are unoccupied by Federal threatened and 
endangered species.  This assumption is based on results of most recent existing data and most recent surveys. 

2 Acreage reflects vernal pool basin area only. 
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4.7.1 Site 8 
 
Site 8A - Santo Road Access (Preferred Alternative) 
 
Direct Impacts 
 
Vegetation and Habitat Types 
 
Permanent Impacts.  As currently proposed, development of Site 8A would impact approximately 
181.20 acres (73.33 hectares) of chamise chaparral; 9.02 acres (3.65 hectares) of disturbed chamise 
chaparral; 34.48 acres (13.95 hectares) of southern mixed chaparral; 2.02 acres (0.82 hectares) of 
disturbed southern mixed chaparral; 6.5 acres (2.63 hectares) of scrub oak chaparral; 15.61 acres 
(6.32 hectares) of non-native grasslands; 2.08 acres (0.84 hectare) of disturbed habitat; and 12.76 
acres (5.16 hectares) of developed areas.  Impacts to the chaparral communities, non-native 
grasslands, disturbed habitats, and developed areas would not be significant, as these communities 
are not considered regionally rare and declining habitats. 
 
As currently proposed, development of Site 8A would impact approximately 19.24 acres (7.79 
hectares) of Diegan coastal sage scrub; 10.86 acres (4.39 hectares) of disturbed Diegan coastal sage 
scrub; 5.80 acres (2.35 hectares) of native grassland; 2.36 acres (0.91 hectare) of disturbed native 
grassland; and 0.30 acre (0.12 hectare) of freshwater seep.  Large-scale loss of these plant 
community types (multiple acres) would be a significant impact if not compensated for by 
restoration of the habitat values elsewhere.  Since habitat compensation would be provided, as 
discussed in the mitigation section for Site 8A, impacts to these communities would not be 
significant. 
 
Development of Site 8A, would also impact four vernal pools [totaling 0.01 acre (0.005 hectare)].  
Detailed descriptions of these vernal pools and their associated flora are provided in Section 3.7.  
Though a formal assessment of the functions and values of the wetland and waters of the United 
States on-site was not conducted, a general assessment of these features suggests that these features 
have low functions and values.  Loss of these vernal pools would potentially be a significant impact 
if not compensated for by restoration of the habitat elsewhere.  Since habitat compensation would be 
provided, as discussed in the mitigation section for Site 8A, impacts to vernal pools would not be 
significant. 
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Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waters of the United States 
 
Permanent Impacts.  Development of Site 8A would impact 17 ephemeral drainages (totaling 0.86 
acre [0.39 hectare]).  Though a formal assessment of the functions and values of the wetland and 
waters of the United States on-site was not conducted, a general assessment of these features 
suggests that these features have low functions and values.  The ephemeral drainages support a 
minimal amount of potential wetlands, i.e., the freshwater seep, and these potential wetlands have a 
low habitat value.   
 
Development of Site 8A would impact four vernal pools [totaling 0.01 acre (0.005 hectare)] and  
64 road ruts/man-made puddles (totaling 0.66 acre [0.27 hectare]).  The vernal pools and road 
ruts/man-made puddles do not support threatened and endangered species, based upon 2000 and 
2001 wet season sampling and 2000 dry season sampling for endangered fairy shrimp.  
 
As mentioned previously in subsection 3.7.1, a recent Supreme Court decision held that isolated, 
non-navigable, intrastate waters are not subject to the CWA unless adjacent to or hydrologically 
connected to navigable waters of the United States.  The applicability of the CWA to the ephemeral 
drainages, vernal pools and road ruts/man-made puddles on Site 8A would be determined in 
consultation with the local ACOE regulatory staff as planning progresses. 
 
If consultation with the ACOE results in a determination that these ephemeral drainages, vernal 
pools and road ruts/man-made puddles are jurisdictional waters of the United States, then measures 
that would be required by the CWA would be incorporated into the CERCLA response as applicable 
or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs), resulting in no significant impacts. 
 
Special Status Species 
 
Permanent Impacts.  No direct impacts to either the Riverside fairy shrimp or the San Diego fairy 
shrimp would occur from the development of Site 8A.  Neither of these two species was detected 
during the 2001 wet season sampling (January, 2001 to May, 2001) of all 70 vernal pools or road 
ruts/man-made puddles.  These two endangered fairy shrimp were not observed on-site during wet 
season sampling of twenty vernal pools and road ruts/man-made puddles and dry season sampling of 
four vernal pools or road ruts/man-made puddles in 2000.  The remaining road ruts/man-made 
puddles were not sampled in 2000 due to insufficient ponding, but the absence of fairy shrimp in the 
twenty that were tested corroborates the results of the 2001 testing of all vernal pools and road 
ruts/man-made puddles.  This sampling was conducted in accordance with USFWS protocol.  Based 
on these surveys conducted in 2000 and 2001, there would be no effect on these two listed species. 
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No effect on the coastal California gnatcatcher would occur on Site 8A, as recent survey data, from 
2000 and 2001, indicates that occupied habitat does not occur within the project footprint. 
 
Other Species of Regional Special Concern 
 
Permanent Impacts.  Site 8A would permanently, directly impact approximately 50 individuals of 
summer holly, 225 individuals of knotweed spineflower, 1,036 individuals of Cleveland’s 
goldenstar, and 200 individuals of San Diego barrel cactus.  Few major populations of the summer 
holly (i.e., >100 individuals) are known from San Diego County and only two populations of this 
species are known from MCAS Miramar.  There are few reported populations of the knotweed 
spineflower, both in San Diego County and on MCAS Miramar, and most of these populations are 
small.  A moderate amount of major populations of Cleveland’s goldenstar (i.e., >1,000 individuals) 
and San Diego barrel cactus (i.e., >200 individuals) are known from San Diego County.  Several of 
these major populations occur on MCAS Miramar.  Large scale loss of major populations of these 
species would potentially be a significant impact.  Measures discussed in the mitigation section 
would ensure that impacts would not be significant. 
 
The native sage scrub and chaparral habitats on this site provide foraging and breeding habitat for 
many resident and migrating regionally sensitive bird species, such as the southern California 
rufous-crowned sparrow and the Bell’s sage sparrow, as well as other species such as the Hermes 
copper butterfly, San Diego horned lizard, Belding’s orange-throated whiptail, and birds protected 
under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act.  All of these species are still relatively common on MCAS 
Miramar, although they are regionally uncommon elsewhere within San Diego County.  Substantial 
loss of habitat occupied by these species that impacts a substantial proportion of the population of 
any of these species would potentially be significant.  Measures discussed in the mitigation section 
would ensure that impacts would not be significant. 
 
Habitat Linkages and Corridors 
 
Permanent Impacts.  Development of Site 8A would not directly impact any regional or local 
wildlife corridors as identified by the INRMP (MCAS Miramar 2000a).  Development of Site 8A 
would directly impact a habitat linkage to East Miramar, the open space area of East Elliott, and 
Mission Trails Regional Park.  This would restrict local wildlife movement, especially that of large 
mammals, such as deer and coyotes.  Given the large expanse of habitat remaining on East Miramar, 
these impacts would not be significant.  Small mammal, herptile and avian movement would still be 
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expected to occur between these areas.  As such, development of Site 8A would not significantly 
impact local wildlife movement. 
 
Although SR 52 has already bisected and thereby restricted the linkage between East Miramar and 
Mission Trails, wildlife corridors exist under SR 52, immediately to the east of the site, including 
Oak and Spring canyons, that allow for wildlife movement.  Though development of Site 8A would 
remove wildlife habitat between open spaces, it is expected that a majority of the wildlife movement 
between East Miramar and Mission Trails Regional Park occurs along the unaffected Oak, Spring, 
and Sycamore canyons. 
 
A 15-foot-wide underpass that links the site to the Regional Park was identified during the wildlife 
assessment.  There was no evidence that herptiles or mammals used this underpass.  There was 
evidence of heavy mountain bike use, which may have eliminated any evidence of tracks.  It is 
expected that this underpass does not facilitate a high amount of wildlife movement.  The Santo 
Road access road would somewhat hamper herptile and small mammal movement from south of the 
access road to north of it.  Direct, permanent impacts to wildlife movement would not be significant, 
due to the number of functioning, regional wildlife corridors to the east. 
 
Indirect Impacts 
 
As mentioned previously, it is assumed that the entire project footprint would be permanently, 
directly impacted by Site 8A.  Any indirect impacts to biological resources would be restricted to 
resources immediately off site.  As such, there is no analysis of indirect impacts to on-site resources 
in the following discussion of biological resources. 
 
Vegetation/Habitat Types 
 
Temporary Impacts.  Temporary, indirect impacts to vegetation would be limited to construction 
activities such as fugitive dust emissions from construction of the site and unauthorized access into 
regionally rare vegetation and habitat types outside of the project footprint.  Dust emissions could 
impact vegetation by restricting such metabolic processes as photosynthesis and respiration.  The 
proposed project would incorporate common dust control practices (see subsection 4.12.2 of this 
EIS) as well as protective fencing around off-site regionally rare vegetation and habitat types.  
Therefore, temporary indirect impacts would not be significant. 
 
Increases in erosion, sedimentation, and storm water pollutants from construction activities could 
adversely impact off-site vernal pools and downstream riparian habitats along Elanus and Oak 
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canyons by altering community dynamics such as species composition and succession.  The 
construction and design measures described in detail in subsection 4.9.1 of this EIS, would avoid 
significant impacts associated with construction. 
 
Permanent Impacts.  The operation of Site 8A could result in permanent, direct impacts to off-site 
vegetation in the form of invasion of exotic species in the adjacent native habitats and increased 
human access which could trample vegetation.  These impacts would be reduced through the 
mitigation measures discussed in the mitigation section for Site 8A.  As such, permanent indirect 
impacts to regionally rare vegetation and habitat types from increased exotic species invasion and 
human access would not be significant. 
 
Increases in erosion, sedimentation, urban runoff, and storm water pollutants from the operations of 
the project could adversely impact off-site, downstream riparian habitats along Elanus and Oak 
canyons and the off-site vernal pools.  The potential impacts are similar to those identified above as 
temporary impacts from construction activities.  The difference is that the source of these permanent 
effects would be the ongoing operations of the project.  Operation measures such as a storm drainage 
system with sedimentation basins, oil-water separators, energy dissipaters, etc, are described in detail 
in subsection 4.9.1 of this EIS.  These measures and the implementation of other water quality 
controls outlined in Section 4.9 would ensure that permanent, indirect impacts from the operation of 
the project to off-site riparian communities and potential vernal pools from erosion, sedimentation, 
urban runoff, and storm water pollutants would not be significant. 
 
Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waters of the United States 
 
Temporary Impacts.  Temporary, indirect impacts to off-site, downstream wetlands and waters of the 
United States could occur from increases in erosion, sedimentation, and storm water pollutants due 
to construction activities.  As discussed in the direct impacts section, it remains to be determined 
whether ephemeral drainages, vernal pools, and man-made puddles and road ruts on-site are 
jurisdictional wetlands and waters of the United States.  If consultations with the ACOE reveal that 
these are jurisdictional wetlands and waters of the United States, then measures that would be 
required by the CWA would be incorporated into the CERCLA response as ARARs, resulting in no 
significant impacts. 
 
Permanent Impacts.  Increases in erosion, sedimentation, urban runoff, and storm water pollutants 
from the operations of the project, could adversely impact off-site, downstream wetlands and waters 
of the United States.  The potential impacts are similar to those identified above as temporary.  The 
difference is that the source of these permanent impacts would be the ongoing operations of the 
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project.  As discussed in the direct impacts section, it remains to be determined whether ephemeral 
drainages, vernal pools, and man-made puddles and road ruts on-site are jurisdictional wetlands and 
waters of the United States.  If consultations with the ACOE reveal that these are jurisdictional 
wetlands and waters of the United States, then measures that would be required by the CWA would 
be incorporated into the CERCLA response as ARARs, resulting in no significant impacts.  
 
Special Status Species 
 
Temporary Impacts.  Although the housing area proper would be separated from historical and 
recent (2001) gnatcatcher sightings by more than 2,000 feet, the Santo Road access road would pass 
within 500 feet of these sites.  Access road construction activities could result in increased nighttime 
lighting, noise, or unauthorized access into habitat, and could disrupt the species’ behavioral patterns 
if construction occurred during the species’ breeding period (February 15 through August 31).  
These impacts would be avoided through the mitigation measures discussed in the mitigation 
section, and therefore the implementation of Site 8A would have no effect on the coastal California 
gnatcatcher off site. 
 
There would be no effect and no temporary impact on endangered fairy shrimp species.  Sampling in 
2000 and 2001 revealed these species are not present in the vernal pools and road ruts/man-made 
puddles adjacent to the project site. 
 
Permanent Impacts.  Increased outdoor, nighttime lighting could potentially disrupt normal 
gnatcatcher behavioral patterns and increase the efficiency of gnatcatcher predators.  These impacts 
would be avoided through the mitigation measures discussed in the mitigation section, and therefore 
the operation of Site 8A would have no effect on the coastal California gnatcatcher off site. 
 
Operation of Site 8A would have no effect and no permanent indirect impact on endangered fairy 
shrimp species.  Sampling in 2000 and 2001 revealed these species are not present in the vernal 
pools and road ruts/man-made puddles adjacent to the project site. 
 
Other Species of Regional Special Concern 
 
Temporary Impacts.  Several populations of the San Diego barrel cactus, totaling approximately 292 
individuals, and approximately 300 individuals of the Cleveland’s goldenstar could be temporarily, 
indirectly impacted by Site 8A from fugitive dust, inadvertent human access, and trampling 
associated with the construction activities.  The best management practices mentioned in subsections 
4.9.1 and 4.12.2 such as common dust control measures, protective fencing, and signage would also 
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serve to reduce the level of impacts to plant Species of Regional Special Concern.  As such, 
temporary indirect impacts to these plant Species of Regional Special Concern from construction 
activities would not be significant. 
 
Development of Site 8A could temporarily, indirectly impact wildlife Species of Regional Special 
Concern and birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act through construction activities 
such as construction noise; unauthorized human access; outdoor, night-time construction lighting; 
and fugitive dust emission.  Best management practices identified in subsections 4.9.1 and 4.12.2 
would also reduce indirect impacts to wildlife Species of Regional Special Concern and migratory 
birds.  As such, temporary, indirect impacts from construction activities to wildlife Species of 
Regional Special Concern and birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act would not be 
significant. 
 
Permanent Impacts.  The populations of the San Diego barrel cactus and Cleveland’s goldenstar 
mentioned above could also be indirectly impacted from the ongoing operations of Site 8A by 
increased human access, trampling, collection, or increased invasion by exotic species.  The 
mitigation measures discussed in the mitigation section would reduce the level of impacts to these 
Species of Regional Special Concern.  As such, permanent impacts to these plant Species of 
Regional Special Concern from the ongoing operations of the project would not be significant.   
 
The ongoing operations of Site 8A could permanently, indirectly impact wildlife Species of Regional 
Special Concern and birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, through increased human 
activities and increased outdoor, nighttime lighting.  The mitigation measures discussed in the 
mitigation section regarding indirect impacts to the coastal California gnatcatcher would also reduce 
permanent, indirect impacts to wildlife Species of Regional Special Concern and migratory birds.  
Permanent, indirect impacts to these wildlife Species of Regional Special Concern and birds 
protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, therefore, would not be significant. 
 
Habitat Linkages and Corridors 
 
Temporary Impacts.  Temporary impacts to habitat linkages and wildlife corridors could arise from 
construction activities (construction noise, night-time construction lighting, and unauthorized human 
access).  As mentioned previously, most wildlife movement from Mission Trails Regional Park to 
MCAS Miramar is expected to be accommodated by the major regional wildlife corridors along Oak, 
Spring and Sycamore canyons, to the east of the site.  Of these, Oak Canyon is the closest to the site.  
Construction activities are likely to have minimal indirect impacts on this particular movement 
corridor as the edge of the project footprint is at least 500 feet from the canyon bottom. 
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Permanent Impacts.  Operation of Site 8A would have no permanent, indirect impacts on habitat 
linkages and wildlife corridors, because the project footprint would be at least 500 feet away from 
the closest regional wildlife corridor, Oak Canyon. 
 
Site 8A Safety Buffer Zone 
 
The safety buffer zone is itself a measure to mitigate impacts on public safety associated with the 
potential presence of MEC in former range areas in proximity to the site.  As discussed in section 
4.14, clearance activities in the safety buffer zone would not include the same iterative MEC 
clearance process as the developable area.  The MEC clearance activities within the safety buffer 
zone would be planned and conducted under CERCLA, and would include development and 
implementation of an Environmental Protection Plan and Explosive Safety Submittal (ESS) to 
ensure environmental mitigation commitments are met and explosive safety hazards minimized.  
Prior to conducting a detector-aided surface MEC removal, the entire buffer area would be surveyed 
and selective trimming of vegetation conducted to facilitate MEC clearance activities.  Brush 
clearance within the buffer area would include trimming of the brush within identified access lanes 
to accommodate the use of man-portable detection equipment, and provide for emergency egress.  
Site clearance would consist of a detector-aided visual acquisition of surface MEC materials, and 
removal of any UXO and MEC scrap materials.  No intrusive investigation or removal of subsurface 
anomalies would be undertaken.  The final safety buffer zone would be determined under CERCLA 
after approval of the ESS by the Department of Defense Explosive Safety Board (DDESB) and 
documentation of site-specific MEC materials within the safety buffer areas.  The extent of impacts 
would depend on the CERCLA determination.  The discussion that follows addresses potential 
impacts in general terms based on information currently available. 
 
Direct Impacts 
 
Vegetation and Habitat Types 
 
Temporary Impacts.  Potential temporary direct impacts to vegetation and habitat types could arise 
from the MEC clearance activities.  The extent of such impacts cannot be determined until these 
activities commence and the extent of MEC is determined.  However, impacts to the chaparral 
communities, non-native grasslands, disturbed habitats and developed areas would not be significant, 
as these communities are not considered regionally rare and declining habitats. 
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Large scale loss of Diegan coastal sage scrub, native grassland (multiple acres), vernal marsh, 
southern coast live oak riparian forest, and mulefat scrub would be a significant impact if not 
compensated for by restoration of the habitat values.  It is anticipated that any vegetation clearing to 
facilitate ordnance equipment access would not remove plant roots.  As discussed above, the extent 
of impacts would depend on the nature and location of MEC encountered during clearance.  This 
clearance would take place under CERCLA; impacts and any necessary mitigation would be 
determined as part of that CERCLA process. 
 
Permanent Impacts.  There would be no permanent, direct impacts to the vegetation and habitat 
types from the MEC clearance activities.  All impacts from these clearance activities are anticipated 
to be temporary in nature.  However, permanent impacts to vegetation and habitat types could result 
from the construction of any permanent CERCLA land use controls such as security fencing.  A 
quantification of these impacts cannot be determined at this time because the location and design of 
these features depends on the nature and location of MEC encountered during clearance.  This 
clearance would take place under CERCLA; impacts and any necessary mitigation would be 
determined as part of that CERCLA process. 
 
Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waters of the United States 
 
Temporary Impacts.  As discussed above, MEC encountered during clearance activities would 
determine the nature and extent of any impact on potential jurisdictional wetlands and waters of the 
United States.  Those clearance activities would be conducted, and potential impacts quantified, 
under CERCLA.  The characterization of potential wetlands as jurisdictional wetlands and waters of 
the United States would be determined in consultation with the Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE).  
If the determination is that they are jurisdictional, and the CERCLA process reveals potential 
impacts, then measures that would be required by the CWA would be incorporated into the 
CERCLA response as ARARs, resulting in no significant impacts. 
 
Permanent Impacts.  Any impacts from clearance activities are anticipated to be temporary in nature.  
However, permanent impacts to jurisdictional wetlands and waters of the United States could occur 
from the construction of any permanent CERCLA land use controls such as security fencing, if these 
controls are located within these sensitive areas.  MEC encountered during clearance activities 
would determine the location of any such land use controls, and the nature and extent of any 
associated impacts on potential jurisdictional wetlands and waters of the United States.  This 
determination would be made under CERCLA.  The characterization of potential wetlands as 
jurisdictional wetlands and waters of the United States would be determined in consultation with the 
ACOE.  If the determination is that they are jurisdictional, and the CERCLA process reveals 
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potential permanent impacts, then measures that would be required by the CWA would be 
incorporated into the CERCLA response as ARARs, resulting in no significant impacts. 
 
Special Status Species 
 
Temporary Impacts.  The coastal California gnatcatcher was found immediately south of the safety 
buffer zone, to the east of the Second Aqueduct Road, during focused surveys in 2001.  Though the 
sightings are outside of the safety buffer zone, their close proximity suggests that at least one 
gnatcatcher use territory may extend into the buffer zone.  Use territories were not documented as 
part of the 2001 surveys.  Any effect or impact cannot be determined prior to initiation of MEC 
clearance activities, and which point the nature and location of MEC would become known and the 
location of fencing or other land use controls can be determined.  This process would be conducted 
under CERCLA, and any necessary consultations would be conducted with the USFWS per section 7 
of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (as amended). 
 
There would be no effect and no temporary impact on endangered fairy shrimp species because there 
are no vernal pools within the safety buffer zone. 
 
Permanent Impacts.  Coastal California gnatcatchers have been sighted near the edge of the 
southwestern portion of the buffer zone, but permanent land use controls such as security fencing 
would have no effect on the coastal California gnatcatcher.  The only potential impact would be from 
the construction of any fence and these construction impacts would be temporary in nature. 
 
There would be no effect and no permanent impact on endangered fairy shrimp species because there 
are no vernal pools within the safety buffer zone. 
 
Other Species of Regional Special Concern 
 
Temporary Impacts.  Potential temporary direct impacts to plant Species of Regional Special 
Concern could arise from the MEC removal activities.  Populations of San Diego barrel cactus and 
Cleveland’s goldenstar are both known to occur within the safety buffer zone.  Temporary impacts 
could arise from MEC removal crews trampling these species and damaging individuals during 
brush clearance and construction of permanent land use controls.  The extent of impacts would 
depend on the nature and location of MEC encountered during clearance.  This clearance would take 
place under CERCLA; impacts and any necessary mitigation would be determined as part of that 
CERCLA process. 
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Potential temporary direct impacts to wildlife Species of Regional Special Concern, as well as birds 
protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, could arise from MEC clearance activities and 
construction of permanent land use controls within the safety buffer zone.  Breeding and foraging 
habitat for these species could be removed because of selective trimming of vegetation during 
clearance activities.  Since the vegetation clearing would not remove the roots of most species, the 
vegetation is anticipated to recover to its pre-impact condition.  The extent of impacts would depend 
on the nature and location of MEC encountered during clearance.  This clearance would take place 
under CERCLA; impacts and any necessary mitigation would be determined as part of that 
CERCLA process. 
 
Permanent Impacts.  Populations of San Diego barrel cactus and Cleveland’s goldenstar could 
potentially be permanently impacted from MEC clearance activities as well as the construction of 
permanent land use controls.  The extent of impacts would depend on the nature and location of 
MEC encountered during clearance.  This clearance would take place under CERCLA; impacts and 
any necessary mitigation would be determined as part of that CERCLA process. 
 
Potential direct impacts to wildlife Species of Regional Special Concern, as well as birds protected 
under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, could arise from MEC clearance activities as well as the 
construction of permanent land use controls within the safety buffer zone.  Substantial loss of habitat 
occupied by sensitive wildlife species that impacts a substantial proportion of the population would 
only be significant if not compensated by restoration of habitat values.  The extent of impacts would 
depend on the nature and location of MEC encountered during clearance.  This clearance would take 
place under CERCLA; impacts and any necessary mitigation would be determined as part of that 
CERCLA process. 
 
Habitat Linkages and Corridors 
 
Temporary Impacts.  Potential temporary direct impacts to wildlife linkages and corridors could 
arise from the MEC clearance activities.  The safety buffer zone extends into Oak Canyon, a regional 
wildlife corridor.  MEC clearance activities could adversely impact wildlife movement through 
vegetation clearing that might remove cover and hence compromise movement.  As mentioned 
previously, it is anticipated that any vegetation clearing to facilitate MEC equipment access would 
not remove plant roots.  As such, the vegetation is expected to recover to its pre-impact condition.  
The extent of impacts would depend on the nature and location of MEC encountered during 
clearance.  This clearance would take place under CERCLA; impacts and any necessary mitigation 
would be determined as part of that CERCLA process. 
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Permanent Impacts.  There would be no permanent direct impacts to the regional wildlife corridor 
from the MEC clearance activities.  All impacts from these clearance activities are anticipated to be 
temporary in nature.  However, permanent impacts to habitat linkages and corridors could occur 
from the construction of any permanent land use controls such as security fencing.  Land use 
controls specifically designed to restrict human access into the safety buffer zone would also restrict 
wildlife movement, especially large mammals.  The extent of permanent impacts cannot be 
determined at this time because the exact location of the security fence or other land use controls 
would be a function of the nature of the ordnance or munitions encountered during clearance.   
 
In addition, the northwestern boundary of the safety buffer zone crosses Oak Canyon at two 
locations (Figure 3.7-1).  Oak Canyon is a regional wildlife corridor.  Security fencing along the 
boundary of the safety buffer zone could restrict movement along this corridor and potentially be a 
significant impact as the INRMP identifies the requirement to maintain a minimum 500-foot width 
for wildlife movement corridors.   
 
The extent of impacts would depend on the nature and location of MEC encountered during 
clearance, and the resulting determination of the location of security fencing or other land use 
controls.  This determination would be made under CERCLA; impacts and any necessary mitigation 
would be determined as part of that CERCLA process. 
 
Indirect Impacts 
 
Vegetation and Habitat Types 
 
Temporary Impacts.  Temporary indirect impacts to vegetation could arise from the MEC clearance 
activities within the safety buffer zone.  Vegetation may be trampled, erosion and sedimentation 
could arise from clearance activities, and dust emissions could arise from detonating UXO in place 
impacting adjacent vegetation.  These impacts are anticipated to be so transitory that they would not 
be significant.  It is anticipated that impacted vegetation would recover to its pre-impact condition 
relatively shortly with no adverse long-term consequences. 
 
Permanent Impacts.  There would be no permanent indirect impacts to the vegetation and habitat 
types from the MEC clearance activities or from construction of permanent land use controls.  All 
impacts from these clearance activities are anticipated to be temporary in nature. 
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Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waters of the United States 
 
Temporary Impacts.  Temporary indirect impacts to ephemeral drainages, and possibly vernal pools, 
from increased erosion and sedimentation could also arise from the MEC clearance activities.  These 
impacts are anticipated to be on a relatively small scale.  Those clearance activities would be 
conducted, and potential impacts quantified, under CERCLA.  The characterization of potential 
wetlands as jurisdictional wetlands and waters of the United States would be determined in 
consultation with the ACOE.  If the determination is that they are jurisdictional, and the CERCLA 
process reveals potential impacts, then measures that would be required by the CWA would be 
incorporated into the CERCLA response as ARARs, resulting in no significant impacts.   
 
Permanent Impacts.  There would be no permanent, indirect impacts to jurisdictional wetlands and 
waters of the United States from the MEC clearance activities.  All impacts from these clearance 
activities are anticipated to be temporary in nature.  Permanent indirect impacts to ephemeral 
drainages could occur if permanent land use controls were located such that there would be increases 
in erosion or sedimentation into these drainages.  Location of these features within or immediately 
adjacent to ephemeral drainages could alter these natural processes, i.e., drift material accumulating 
at these features could change the gradient of a drainage, altering erosion and sedimentation patterns.  
MEC encountered during clearance activities would determine the location of any such land use 
controls, and the nature and extent of any associated impacts on potential jurisdictional wetlands and 
waters of the United States.  This determination would be made under CERCLA.  The 
characterization of potential wetlands as jurisdictional wetlands and waters of the United States 
would be determined in consultation with the ACOE.  If the determination is that they are 
jurisdictional, and the CERCLA process reveals potential permanent impacts, then measures that 
would be required by the CWA would be incorporated into the CERCLA response as ARARs, 
resulting in no significant impacts. 
 
Special Status Species 
 
Temporary Impacts.  No temporary indirect impacts to the coastal California gnatcatcher are 
anticipated from the MEC clearance activities as these activities would be conducted outside of this 
species’ breeding season. 
 
The San Diego fairy shrimp is present within the A4 vernal pool complex immediately adjacent to 
the safety buffer zone along the Santo Road access route.  Temporary indirect impacts to this species 
could arise from the MEC clearance activities.  These pools could be impacted by unauthorized 
trespass and fugitive dust generated from the detonation of UXO which could adversely affect the 
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water quality and turbidity of the pools.  Any effect or impact however cannot be determined prior to 
initiation of those clearance activities, at which point the nature and location of MEC would become 
known and the location of fencing or other land use controls can be determined.  This process would 
be conducted under CERCLA, and any necessary consultations would be conducted with the 
USFWS per Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (as amended).   
 
Permanent Impacts.  MEC clearance activities or the construction of permanent land use controls 
would have no permanent indirect impact on the Special Status Species.   
 
Other Species of Regional Special Concern 
 
Temporary Impacts.  Temporary indirect impacts to plant Species of Regional Special Concern may 
arise from MEC clearance activities within the safety buffer zone.  Plants could be trampled, erosion 
and sedimentation could arise from clearance activities, and dust emissions from detonating UXO in 
place could affect adjacent sensitive plant species.  These impacts are anticipated to be so transitory 
that they would not be significant.  It is anticipated that affected species would recover to its  
pre-impact condition relatively shortly with no adverse long-term effects. 
 
Temporary, indirect impacts to wildlife Species of Regional Special Concern, including the Bell’s 
sage sparrow and southern rufous-crowned sparrow, as well as birds protected under the Migratory 
Bird Treaty Act, may arise from MEC clearance activities.  Activities such as trespass could disrupt 
breeding activities and damage nests.  Noise generated from detonating unexploded MEC could 
disrupt behavioral patterns.  The extent of impacts would depend on the nature and location of MEC 
encountered during clearance.  This determination would be made under CERCLA; impacts and any 
necessary mitigation would be determined as part of that CERCLA process. 
 
Permanent Impacts.  There would be no permanent, indirect impacts to the Species of Regional 
Special Concern, as well as birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, from the MEC 
clearance activities or construction of permanent land use controls.  All impacts from these clearance 
activities are anticipated to be temporary in nature. 
 
Habitat Linkages and Corridors 
 
Temporary Impacts.  MEC removal activities could adversely impact wildlife movement through 
increased human activity and noise effects, especially if unexploded MEC are detonated.  It is 
assumed that only diurnal movement would be impacted and not nocturnal movement.  The 
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temporary nature of these impacts is such that long-term impacts are not anticipated and these 
temporary impacts would not be significant. 
 
Permanent Impacts.  There would be no permanent, indirect impacts to the regional wildlife corridor 
from the MEC clearance activities or from the construction of permanent land use controls.  All 
impacts from these clearance activities are anticipated to be temporary in nature. 
 
Site 8A Mitigation Measures 
 
Significant impacts to biological resources from Site 8A would be avoided through implementation 
of the best management practices, CERCLA ARARs, and other regulatory requirements discussed 
previously within the impact sections along with mitigation measures outlined below. 
 
Vegetation and Habitat Types 
 
Direct Impacts.  Sections 6 and 7 of the INRMP prescribe compensation ratios to mitigate habitat 
impacts.  When applying the compensation ratios for habitat impacts, the quality of the 
vegetation/habitat type should be taken into consideration.  When degraded vegetation/habitat types 
are involved, the ratios should be adjusted so as to achieve an equivalent compensation.  A lower 
compensation ratio would be appropriate where high quality habitat is being offered for impacts to a 
degraded habitat (MCAS Miramar 2000a). 
 
Implementation of the following measure would ensure that there would be no significant direct 
impacts to the Diegan coastal sage scrub and native grasslands: 
 
• Provide habitat compensation at a ratio of 1:1 for habitat unoccupied by listed threatened and 

endangered species.  Disturbed habitat, that is unoccupied by listed threatened and endangered 
species would be compensated at a ratio of 0.5:1.  Compensation can occur either on MCAS 
Miramar or off MCAS Miramar through habitat preservation, creation, or enhancement. 

 
Implementation of the following measures would ensure that there would be no significant direct 
impacts to vernal pools: 
 
• Provide habitat compensation at a ratio of 2:1 (no threatened or endangered species present).  
 

• Avoidance of work around vernal pools during rainy season or when ground is wet (generally 
from November 1 to April 30). 
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• Salvage vernal pool soil (plants, seeds, cysts, and soil) in dry season prior to construction for use 

in restoration. 
 
Implementation of the following measure would ensure that there would be no significant direct 
impacts to the freshwater seep: 
 
• Provide habitat compensation at a ratio of 2:1.  Compensation can occur either on MCAS 

Miramar or off MCAS Miramar through habitat preservation, creation, or enhancement. 
 
Indirect Impacts.  Implementation of the following measures would ensure that there would be no 
significant indirect impacts, such as fugitive dust emissions, trampling, and exotic species invasion, 
and increased urban runoff, erosion, and sedimentation to regionally rare vegetation types 
(i.e., Diegan coastal sage scrub, native grasslands, and wetland vegetation types): 
 
• Use protective fencing and informative signage at the interface of the development and naturally 

vegetated areas. 
 
• Plant housing area landscaping to include only native and locally adapted plant species in 

accordance with Executive Order 13148 and Presidential Memorandum on Environmentally and 
Economically Beneficial Landscape Practices on Federal Landscaped Ground [60 FR 40837], to 
the maximum extent practicable.  No plant species on the California Exotic Pest Plant Council 
Exotic Pest Plant list would be used for housing area landscaping. 

 
Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waters of the United States 
 
Direct Impacts.  No significant impacts would occur and mitigation measures would not be 
necessary. 
 
Indirect Impacts.  No significant impacts would occur and mitigation measures would not be 
necessary. 
 
Special Status Species 
 
Direct Impacts.  No direct impacts to Special Status Species would occur from construction activity.  
As such, no mitigation measures would be required. 
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Indirect Impacts.  Implementation of the following measures would avoid indirect impacts to the 
coastal California gnatcatcher from temporary construction activity (construction noise, construction 
outdoor, night-time lighting, and unauthorized human trespass) and operation of the project (outdoor, 
night-time lighting and unauthorized human trespass): 
 
• Prohibit habitat-disturbing activities in areas adjacent to, i.e., within 500 feet of, active nests 

between February 15 and August 31.  This measure would avoid the effect of construction-
associated impacts to the gnatcatcher during the nesting season. 

 
• Use protective fencing and informative signage at the interface of the development and occupied 

habitat.   
 
• Reduce the use and restrict the direction of outdoor, night-time lighting.  All outdoor, night-time 

lighting for the housing project would be directed away or shielded to avoid direct illumination. 
 
Other Species of Regional Special Concern 
 
Direct Impacts.  Implementation of the following measures would ensure that there would be no 
significant direct impacts to the Cleveland’s goldenstar, knotweed spineflower, summer holly, and 
San Diego barrel cactus: 
 
• Relocate plants to suitable habitat outside the project area through either transplantation (summer 

holly and San Diego barrel cactus), seed collection (knotweed spineflower, summer holly), or 
bulb salvaging (Cleveland’s goldenstar).  The number of individuals transplanted and/or number 
of seeds collected or bulbs salvaged would be such to ensure that a representative sample of the 
genetic variability of the impacted populations is collected.   

 
• Individuals of San Diego barrel cactus may be salvaged to use in sage scrub enhancement or 

restoration, depending upon the mitigation site and whether or not San Diego barrel cactus would 
be appropriate to transplant in this area. 

 
• Seeds of the summer holly would be collected and used for propagation and an attempt would be 

made to establish off-site populations from individuals propagated from the collected seed or 
from transplanted individuals.   
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• Bulbs of the Cleveland’s goldenstar would be salvaged and an attempt would be made to 
transplant the salvaged bulbs within off-site grassland habitats.   

 
• Seeds and plants of the knotweed spineflower may be collected and salvaged and used as 

inoculum in vernal pool restoration off site, depending upon the mitigation site and whether or 
not knotweed spineflower would be appropriate to plant in this area. 

 
Implementation of the following measures would ensure that there would be no significant direct 
impacts to the California rufous-crowned sparrow, Bell’s sage sparrow, San Diego horned lizard, 
Belding’s orange-throated whiptail, birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, and 
Hermes copper butterfly: 
 
• Compensation for the loss of regionally rare vegetation/habitat types described for direct impacts 

to these types would also compensate for the loss of habitats for wildlife Species of Regional 
Special Concern. 

 
• Habitat clearing activities would be timed to avoid the breeding season of most migratory birds 

to the maximum extent practicable to avoid damage to active bird nests.  If habitat clearing 
outside of the breeding season is infeasible, the contractor(s) would coordinate with the USFWS 
to obtain a permit to impact migratory birds. 

 
Indirect Impacts.  Implementation of the following measures would ensure that there would be no 
significant indirect impacts, such as trampling and exotic species invasion, to plant Species of 
Regional Special Concern (Cleveland’s goldenstar and San Diego barrel cactus): 
 
• Use protective fencing and informative signage at the interface of the development and sensitive 

vegetation, and populations of Cleveland’s goldenstar, and San Diego barrel cactus. 
 
• Plant housing area landscaping to include only native and locally adapted plant species in 

accordance with Executive Order 13148 and Presidential Memorandum on Environmentally and 
Economically Beneficial Landscape Practices on Federal Landscaped Ground [60 FR 40837], to 
the maximum extent practicable.  No plant species on the California Exotic Pest Plant Council 
Exotic Pest Plant list would be used for housing area landscaping. 
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Implementation of the measures to avoid indirect impacts to the coastal California gnatcatcher would 
also ensure that there would be no significant indirect impacts to wildlife Species of Regional 
Special Concern, as well as birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act.   
 
Habitat Linkages and Corridors 
 
Direct Impacts.  There are no potential significant direct impacts to habitat linkages and corridors.   
 
Indirect Impacts.  Implementation of measures to avoid indirect impacts to Special Status Species, 
i.e., the coastal California gnatcatcher, in particular the shielding of outdoor, night-time lighting, 
would also ensure that there would be no significant indirect impacts to wildlife movement through 
habitat linkages and corridors.   
 
Site 8A - Safety Buffer Zone Mitigation Measures 
 
As mentioned previously, the safety buffer zone itself is a measure to mitigate impacts on public 
safety associated with the potential presence of MEC in former range areas in proximity to the site.  
The nature and extent of impacts from MEC clearance and appropriate land use controls cannot be 
determined prior to initiation of the CERCLA process.  Therefore, mitigation can be discussed only 
in general terms. 
 
Implementation of the following measure, in addition to the measures discussed below for each 
resource, would be expected to avoid any significant direct or indirect impacts to sensitive resources 
from MEC clearance activities and the construction of any permanent land use controls. 
 
• Presence of a qualified biological monitor at sensitive biological resource sites to minimize 

impacts during vegetation trimming and MEC excavations.  At a minimum the monitor would 
conduct a general survey of the site before and after cutting and excavations in order to quantify 
the extent of impacts.  The monitor would also identify sensitive areas that should be avoided to 
the extent practicable, such as identifying an alternative route for equipment access, or 
identifying the timing when clearance activities may proceed to avoid impacts during portions of 
the season when certain resources are more vulnerable to impacts. 
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Vegetation and Habitat Types 
 
Implementation of the following measures would ensure that there would be no significant impact to 
regionally rare and declining habitats: 
 
• Provide habitat compensation for regionally rare and declining habitats at replacement ratios 

identified in Table 6 of the INRMP (MCAS Miramar 2000) for permanent impacts from the 
construction of any land use controls. 

 
• Brush thinning to facilitate MEC removal equipment and personnel access would not remove 

plant roots, and above-ground biomass would be properly disposed of at the landfill or recycled 
for mulch.  In addition, a target brush canopy coverage, to be retained within the safety buffer 
zone during MEC clearance operations, would be identified that would establish the threshold 
amount of brush that may be cleared.  This target coverage would minimize the amount of 
impacts and ensure that habitat remains within the safety buffer zone, while not compromising 
the safety, effectiveness and efficiency of the MEC clearance operations. 

 
• Take action to minimize the area of impact and soil loss; implement passive restoration of 

temporary disturbance areas (areas cleared of brush, areas impacted from the detonation of MEC, 
areas impacted from digging and removal of MEC). 

 
Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waters of the United States 
 
No significant impacts would occur and mitigation measures would not be necessary. 
 
Special Status Species 
 
As discussed in the impacts section, consultations would be undertaken with the USFWS per the 
Endangered Species Act if it is determined that the CERCLA response (MEC clearance or land use 
controls) may effect Special Status Species.  If such consultations reveal measures are necessary to 
avoid an adverse effect on the species, such measures would be implemented and no other mitigation 
measures would be necessary to avoid a significant impact. 
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Other Species of Regional Special Concern 
 
Implementation of the following measures would ensure that there would be no significant impacts 
to Species of Regional Special Concern. 
 
• Individuals of the San Diego barrel cactus that are required to be removed as part of MEC 

clearance activities or installation of land use controls would be either be replanted in place, after 
the activities are complete or would be transplanted to another location of suitable habitat within 
the safety buffer zone. 

 
• In instances where there is a requirement to remove MEC or install land use controls located 

within populations of Cleveland’s goldenstar, any soil that is removed that contains the corms of 
this species would be stockpiled and replaced at its original location once the MEC clearance 
activities or installation of land use controls are complete, or used in other restoration efforts. 

 
• Any transplanting of the San Diego barrel cactus or stockpiling/replacement of soil containing 

Cleveland’s goldenstar corms would be done so in the presence of the qualified biological 
monitor. 

 
Implementation of the following measures would ensure that there would be no significant direct 
impacts to birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act: 
 
• Habitat clearing activities would be timed to avoid the breeding season of most migratory birds 

to the maximum extent practicable to avoid damage to active bird nests.  If habitat clearing 
outside of the breeding season is infeasible, the contractor(s) would coordinate with the USFWS 
to obtain a permit to impact migratory birds. 

 
Habitat Linkages and Corridors 
 
The CERCLA process would be used to determine the necessity and type of mitigation once the 
location of the land use control is determined, and permit conditions would be implemented. 
 
Site 8B – SR 52 Interchange (Alternative Access) 
 
Site 8B entails the same development footprint for the housing, but with access via a 400-foot 
roadway from a new interchange on SR 52.  The California Department of Transportation 
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(CALTRANS) and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) would determine the actual 
location of the interchange, a portion of which would extend onto property not owned by the DON.  
Site 8 would also include a utility corridor in order to bring utilities to the site.  Impacts to biological 
resources from Site 8B are overestimated, as impacts from a utility corridor servicing the project, are 
for this analysis, assumed to occur within the footprint of the Santo Road access road.  It is assumed 
that the final design of the utility corridor would be much narrower than the proposed access road 
and thus result in reduced impacts to biological resources.  In addition, rare plant surveys were not 
conducted for that portion of the site south of SR 52 because the exact location is not known at this 
time.  If Site 8B is chosen, rare plant surveys would be conducted. 
 
Direct Impacts 
 
Vegetation and Habitat Types 
 
Permanent Impacts.  As currently proposed, development of Site 8B would impact approximately 
181.60 acres (73.49 hectares) of chamise chaparral; 9.85 acres (3.99 hectares) of disturbed chamise 
chaparral; 35.94 acres (14.54 hectares) of southern mixed chaparral; 2.02 acres (0.82 hectare) of 
disturbed southern mixed chaparral; 6.5 acres (2.63 hectares) of scrub oak chaparral; 2.18 acres 
(0.88 hectare) of Ceanothus chaparral; 15.66 acres (6.34 hectares) of non-native grasslands; 2.08 
acres (0.84 hectare) of disturbed habitat; and 24.06 acres (9.74 hectares) of developed areas.  Impacts 
to the chaparral communities, non-native grasslands, disturbed habitats, and developed areas would 
not be significant, as these communities are not considered regionally rare and declining habitats. 
 
As currently proposed, development of Site 8B would impact approximately 26.66 acres (10.79 
hectares) of Diegan coastal sage scrub; 11.27 acres (4.56 hectares) of disturbed Diegan coastal sage 
scrub; 5.80 acres (2.35 hectares) of native grassland; 2.26 acres (0.91 hectare) of disturbed native 
grassland; and 0.30 acre (0.12 hectare) of freshwater seep.  Large-scale loss of these plant 
community types (multiple acres) would be a significant impact if not compensated for by 
restoration of the habitat values elsewhere.  Since habitat compensation would be provided, as 
discussed in the mitigation section, impacts to these communities would not be significant. 
 
Permanent, direct impacts to the vernal pools are identical to those of Site 8A.  Please refer to 
subsection 4.7.1 for a description of the types and an analyses of these impacts. 
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Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waters of the United States 
 
Permanent Impacts.  Permanent, direct impacts to ephemeral drainages, and road ruts/man-made 
puddles would be identical to those from Site 8A, and therefore would not be significant.  Please 
refer to the discussion in subsection 4.7.1. 
 
Special Status Species 
 
Permanent Impacts.  Identical to Site 8A, there would be no effect to wildlife Special Status Species 
from the development of Site 8B.  Please refer to subsection 4.7.1 for a detailed analysis. 
 
Plant Special Status Species are not expected to occur in any portion of the SR 52 interchange that 
may extend off-station, as these species are not present on the remainder of the site north of SR 52.  
If plant Special Status Species are present, construction activities may affect them.  A Section 7 
consultation with the USFWS would be required.  If the consultations revealed the need for 
measures to avoid adversely affecting the species, such measures would be implemented and there 
would be no significant impact. 
 
Other Species of Regional Special Concern 
 
Permanent Impacts.  If no additional Species of Regional Special Concern are detected during 
surveys of the area south of SR 52, direct impacts from Site 8B are identical to those from Site 8A.  
Please refer to subsection 4.7.1 for a description of the types and an analysis of the consequences of 
these permanent direct impacts.  If subsequent surveys of the area south of SR 52 (off-station) reveal 
the presence of additional Species of Regional Special Concern, permanent, direct impacts to these 
species may occur or birds protected under the Migratory Bird Act.  For the reasons stated in the 
discussion of impacts and mitigation for Site 8A, such impacts from Site 8B would not be 
significant. 
 
Habitat Linkages and Corridors 
 
Permanent Impacts.  Permanent direct impacts would be similar to those from Site 8A with the 
exception of the utility corridor.  However, the utility corridor would not restrict wildlife movement 
to the extent that the Santo Road access road in Site 8A would.  Please refer to subsection 4.7.1 for a 
detailed description of these impacts. 
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Indirect Impacts 
 
It is assumed that the entire project footprint would be permanently, directly impacted by proposed 
project.  Any indirect impacts to biological resources would be restricted to resources immediately 
off site.  As such, there would be no analysis of temporary or indirect impacts to on-site resources in 
the following discussion of biological resources. 
 
Vegetation and Habitat Types 
 
Temporary Impacts.  Temporary indirect impacts to vegetation and habitat types from Site 8B would 
be identical to those from Site 8A.  Please refer to subsection 4.7.1 for a description of the types and 
an analysis of these temporary indirect impacts. 
 
Permanent Impacts.  Permanent indirect impacts to vegetation and habitat types from Site 8B would 
be identical to those from Site 8A.  Please refer to subsection 4.7.1 for a description of the types and 
an analysis of these permanent indirect impacts. 
 
Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waters of the United States 
 
Temporary Impacts.  Temporary, indirect impacts to off-site, downstream, ephemeral drainages, 
vernal pools and road ruts/man-made puddles from Site 8B would be identical to those from Site 8A, 
and therefore would not be significant.  Please refer to the discussion in subsection 4.7.1. 
 
Permanent Impacts.  Permanent, indirect impacts to off-site, downstream ephemeral drainages, 
vernal pools, and road ruts/man-made puddles from Site 8B would be identical to those from Site 
8A, and therefore would not be significant.  Please refer to the discussion in subsection 4.7.1. 
 
Special Status Species 
 
Temporary Impacts.  If no additional plant Special Status Species are detected during the surveys of 
the area south of SR 52, there would be no effect to plant Special Status Species.  If additional plant 
Special Status Species are observed during these surveys, temporary, indirect impacts from 
construction activities may affect these species.  The types of construction activities likely to result 
in indirect impacts to plant Special Status Species would be identical to those addressed and 
analyzed for the San Diego barrel cactus and Cleveland’s goldenstar for Site 8A.  Measures 
discussed in the mitigation section would ensure that impacts would be avoided and there would be 
no effect to plant Special Status Species.  
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The types of construction activities likely to result in indirect impacts to wildlife Special Status 
Species would be identical to those addressed and analyzed for Site 8A.  Measures and best 
management practices identified for the Site 8A would also be applicable and avoid impacts for any 
wildlife Special Status Species that may occur in the area south of SR 52.  As such, there would be 
no effect or temporary indirect impacts to wildlife Special Status Species from construction 
activities. 
 
Permanent Impacts.  If no additional Special Status Species are detected during the surveys of the 
area south of SR 52, potential permanent indirect impacts to Special Status Species would be 
identical to those from Site 8A.  Please refer to Site 8A for a description of the types and an analyses 
of these permanent indirect impacts. 
 
If additional plant Special Status Species are observed during these surveys, permanent indirect 
impacts from the ongoing operations of the Site 8B project may effect these species.  The types of 
operations likely to result in permanent indirect impacts to plant Special Status Species present 
would be identical to those impacts addressed and analyzed for the San Diego barrel cactus and 
Cleveland’s goldenstar for Site 8A under Other Species of Regional Special Concern.  Measures 
discussed in the mitigation section would ensure that impacts would be avoided and there would be 
no effect to plant Special Status Species.  
 
The types of operations likely to result in indirect impacts which may effect wildlife Special Status 
Species are addressed and analyzed for Site 8A.  Measures discussed in the mitigation section would 
ensure that impacts would be avoided and there would be no effect to wildlife Special Status 
Species. 
 
Other Species of Regional Special Concern 
 
Temporary Impacts.  If no additional Species of Regional Special Concern are detected during the 
surveys of the area south of SR 52, temporary, indirect impacts to Species of Regional Special 
Concern would be identical to those from Site 8A.  Please refer to subsection 4.7.1 for a description 
of the types and analyses of these temporary, indirect impacts.  If subsequent surveys of the area 
south of SR 52 determine the presence of additional Species of Regional Special Concern, 
temporary, indirect impacts to these species may occur from the ongoing operations of the Site 8B 
project. 
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Additional temporary, indirect impacts to plant and wildlife Species of Regional Special Concern as 
well as birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act within the area south of SR 52 would 
not be significant due to reasons stated in, and compensatory measures detailed for, Site 8A. 
 
Permanent Impacts.  If no additional Species of Regional Special Concern are detected during the 
surveys of the area south of SR 52, permanent, indirect impacts to Species of Regional Special 
Concern would be identical to those from Site 8A.  Please refer to subsection 4.7.1 for a description 
of the types and analyses of these permanent, indirect impacts.  If subsequent surveys of the area 
south of SR 52 determine the presence of additional Species of Regional Special Concern, 
permanent, indirect impacts to these species may occur from the ongoing operations of the Site 8B 
project. 
 
Additional permanent, indirect impacts to plant and wildlife Species of Regional Special Concern, as 
well as birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act within the area south of SR 52, would 
not be significant due to reasons stated in, and compensatory measures described for, Site 8A. 
 
Habitat Linkages and Corridors 
 
Temporary Impacts.  Temporary, indirect impacts to habitat linkages and corridors from construction 
activities for Site 8B would be identical to those from Site 8A.  Please refer subsection 4.7.1 for a 
detailed description of these impacts. 
 
Permanent Impacts.  Permanent indirect impacts would be similar to those from Site 8A with the 
exception of the utility corridor.  Once constructed, the utility corridor would not pose as much of a 
barrier to wildlife movement as the Santo Road access road would.  Please refer to subsection 4.7.1 
for a detailed description of the other permanent, indirect impacts. 
 
Site 8B - Safety Buffer Zone 
 
As discussed with Site 8A, the safety buffer zone itself is a measure to mitigate impacts on public 
safety associated with the potential presence of MEC in former range areas in proximity to the site.  
The safety buffer zone for Site 8B would differ from that of Site 8A with respect to the addition of a 
safety buffer zone along the 400-foot access route to the proposed interchange on SR 52, and the 
elimination of the safety buffer zone along the Santo Road access which would become a narrower 
utility corridor for Site 8B.  There would be no human occupation or use of the corridor once utility 
lines have been extended to the site.  The final safety buffer zone would be determined under 
CERCLA after approval of the ESS by the Department of Defense Explosive Safety Board 
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(DDESB) and documentation of site-specific MEC materials within the safety buffer areas.  The 
extent of impacts would depend on the CERCLA determination.  The discussion that follows 
generally refers the reader back to the corresponding discussion for Site 8A, which addresses 
potential impacts based on information currently available. 
 
Direct Impacts 
 
Vegetation and Habitat Types 
 
Temporary Impacts.  Potential temporary impacts to vegetation and habitat types would be the same 
as those for Site 8A.   
 
Permanent Impacts.  As with Site 8A, there would be no permanent direct impacts to the vegetation 
and habitat types from the MEC clearance activities.  All impacts from these clearance activities are 
anticipated to be temporary in nature.  Permanent impacts from the construction of permanent land 
use controls would be the same as those for Site 8A.  Please refer to subsection 4.7.1 for a discussion 
of these impacts. 
 
Jurisdiction Wetlands and Waters of the United States 
 
Temporary Impacts.  Potential temporary direct impacts to jurisdictional wetlands and waters of the 
United States would be the same as those for Site 8A.   
 
Permanent Impacts.  As with Site 8A, there would be no permanent direct impacts to the 
jurisdictional wetlands and waters of the United States from the MEC clearance activities.  All 
impacts from these clearance activities are anticipated to be temporary in nature.  Permanent impacts 
from the construction of permanent CERCLA land use controls would be the same as those for Site 
8A.  Please refer to the discussion in subsection 4.7.1. 
 
Special Status Species 
 
Temporary Impacts.  There are no Special Status Species present in the safety buffer zone for 
Site 8B, so there would be no temporary direct impacts. 
 
Permanent Impacts.  There are no Special Status Species present in the safety buffer zone for 
Site 8B, so there would be no permanent direct impacts. 
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Other Species of Regional Special Concern 
 
Temporary Impacts.  Potential temporary direct impacts to Species of Regional Special Concern, as 
well as birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, would be the same as for Site 8A.  
Please refer to the discussion in subsection 4.7.1. 
 
Permanent Impacts.  Potential permanent direct impacts to Species of Regional Special Concern, as 
well as birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, would be the same as for Site 8A.  
Please refer to the discussion in subsection 4.7.1. 
 
Indirect Impacts 
 
Vegetation and Habitat Types 
 
Temporary Impacts.  Potential temporary indirect impacts to vegetation and habitat types would be 
the same as for Site 8A.  Please refer to the discussion in subsection 4.7.1. 
 
Permanent Impacts.  As with Site 8A, there would be no permanent indirect impacts to the 
vegetation and habitat types from the MEC clearance activities or from construction of permanent 
land use controls.  All impacts from these clearance activities are anticipated to be temporary in 
nature. 
 
Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waters of the United States 
 
Temporary Impacts.  Potential temporary indirect impacts to jurisdictional wetlands and waters of 
the United States would be the same as for Site 8A.  Please refer to the discussion in subsection 
4.7.1. 
 
Permanent Impacts.  As with Site 8A, there would be no permanent indirect impacts to the 
jurisdictional wetlands and waters of the United States from the MEC clearance activities.  All 
impacts from these clearance activities are anticipated to be temporary in nature.  Permanent indirect 
impacts to ephemeral drainages could occur if permanent land use controls were located such that 
there would be increases in erosion or sedimentation into these drainages.  These impacts would be 
the same as for Site 8A.  Please refer to the discussion in subsection 4.7.1. 
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Special Status Species 
 
Temporary Impacts.  There are no Special Status Species present in or adjacent to the safety buffer 
zone for Site 8B, so there would be no temporary indirect impacts. 
 
Permanent Impacts.  There are no Special Status Species present in or adjacent to the safety buffer 
zone for Site 8B, so there would be no permanent indirect impacts. 
 
Other Species of Regional Special Concern 
 
Temporary Impacts.  Temporary, indirect impacts to Species of Regional Special Concern, as well as 
birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, would be the same as for Site 8A.  Please refer 
to the discussion in subsection 4.7.1. 
 
Permanent Impacts.  As with Site 8A, there would be no permanent indirect impacts to the Species 
of Regional Special Concern, as well as birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, from 
the MEC clearance activities or construction of permanent land use controls.  All impacts from these 
activities are anticipated to be temporary in nature. 
 
Habitat Linkages and Corridors 
 
Temporary Impacts.  Temporary indirect, impacts to habitat linkages and corridors from MEC 
clearance activities would be the same as for Site 8A.  Please refer to the discussion in subsection 
4.7.1. 
 
Permanent Impacts.  There would be no permanent, indirect impacts to the regional wildlife corridor 
from the MEC clearance activities or from the construction of permanent land use controls.  All 
impacts from these activities are anticipated to be temporary in nature. 
 
Site 8B - Mitigation Measures 
 
Significant impacts to biological resources from Site 8B would be avoided through implementation 
of the best management practices, CERCLA ARARs, and other regulatory requirements discussed 
previously within the impact sections along with the mitigation measures outlined below. 
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Vegetation and Habitat Types 
 
Direct Impacts.  Measures to ensure that there would be no significant direct impacts to vegetation 
and habitat types for Site 8B would be the same as those implemented for Site 8A.  Please refer to 
sub-section 4.7.1 for a description of these measures. 
 
Indirect Impacts.  Measures to ensure that there would be no significant indirect impacts to 
vegetation and habitat types for Site 8B would be the same as those implemented for Site 8A.  Please 
refer to sub-section 4.7.1 for a description of these measures. 
 
Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waters of the United States 
 
Direct Impacts.  There would be no significant impact and mitigation measures would not be 
necessary. 
 
Indirect Impacts.  There would be no significant impact and mitigation measures would not be 
necessary.  
 
Special Status Species 
 
Direct Impacts.  If no additional Special Status Species are detected during the surveys of the area 
south of SR 52, measures to avoid direct impacts to Special Status Species would be the same as 
those from Site 8A.  Please refer to sub-section 4.7.1 for a description of these measures. 
 
• Prior to the final design of Site 8B, focused rare plant surveys would be conducted for the area of 

the proposed SR 52 interchange that lies south of SR 52.  If plant Special Status Species are 
detected during these surveys, consultations with USFWS under section 7 of the Endangered 
Species Act would reveal whether any measures are necessary to avoid any adverse effect on the 
species, and implementation of those measures would avoid any significant impact.  Mitigation, 
therefore, would not be necessary. 

 
Indirect Impacts.  Measures to avoid indirect impacts to wildlife Special Status Species for Site 8B 
would be the same as those implemented for Site 8A.  Please refer to sub-section 4.7.1 for a 
description of these measures. 
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If plant Special Status Species are detected during focused rare plant surveys for the area of the 
proposed SR 52 interchange, measures to ensure that there would be no significant indirect impacts 
to these species, would be the same as those measures for plant Species of Regional Special Concern 
from Site 8A.  Please refer to sub-section 4.7.1 for a description of these measures. 
 
Other Species of Regional Special Concern 
 
Direct Impacts.  Measures to ensure that there would be no significant direct impacts to Species of 
Regional Special Concern, as well as birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, from 
Site 8B would be the same as those from Site 8A.  Please refer to sub-section 4.7.1 for a description 
of these measures.  These measures would also ensure that there would be no significant impacts to 
any additional Species of Regional Special Concern that may occur in the area of the proposed 
SR 52 Interchange.  Please refer to sub-section 4.7.1 for a description of these measures.   
 
Indirect Impacts.  Measures to ensure that there would be no significant indirect impacts to Species 
of Regional Special Concern, as well as birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, from 
Site 8B would be the same as those from Site 8A.  Please refer to sub-section 4.7.1 for a description 
of these measures.  These measures would also ensure that there would be no significant impacts to 
any additional Species of Regional Special Concern that may occur in the area of the proposed 
SR 52 Interchange.  Please refer to sub-section 4.7.1 for a description of these measures.   
 
Habitat Linkages and Corridors 
 
Direct Impacts.  There are no potential significant direct impacts to habitat linkages and corridors.  
As such, no mitigation measures are required. 
 
Indirect Impacts.  As with Site 8A, measures to ensure that there would be no significant indirect 
impacts to Special Status Species, i.e., the coastal California gnatcatcher (in particular the shielding 
of outdoor, night-time lighting), would also ensure that there would be no significant indirect 
impacts to wildlife movement through habitat linkages and corridors.  Please refer to sub-section 
4.7.1 for a description of these measures.   
 
Site 8B - Safety Buffer Zone Mitigation Measures 
 
Mitigation measures required to ensure that there would be no significant direct or indirect impacts 
to biological resources (other than Special Status Species) from the Site 8B safety buffer zone would 
be the same as those described for Site 8A.  Please refer to the mitigation section of subsection 4.7.1 
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for a description of these measures.  Because there are no Special Status Species in or adjacent to the 
safety buffer zone for Site 8B, no mitigation would be required. 
 
4.7.2 Site 2 
 
Direct Impacts 
 
Vegetation and Habitat Types 
 
Permanent Impacts.  As currently proposed, development of Site 2 would permanently and directly 
impact approximately 130.18 acres (52.68 hectares) of chamise chaparral; 5.36 acres (2.17 hectares) 
of disturbed chamise chaparral; 72.38 acres (29.29 hectares) of southern mixed chaparral; 1.36 acres 
(0.55 hectare) of scrub oak chaparral; 7.88 acres (3.19 hectares) of Ceanothus chaparral; 0.01 acre 
(0.004 hectare) of non-native grassland; 6.36 acres (2.57 hectare) of disturbed habitat; and 11.46 
acres (4.64 hectares) of developed areas.  Impacts to the chaparral communities, non-native 
grasslands, disturbed habitats, and developed areas would not be significant, as these communities 
are not considered regionally rare and declining habitats. 
 
As currently proposed, development of Site 2 would permanently and directly impact approximately 
47.23 acres (19.11 hectares) of Diegan coastal sage scrub; 0.52 acre (0.21 hectare) of native 
grassland; and 0.06 acre (0.02 hectare) of freshwater seep.  Large-scale loss of these plant 
community types (multiple acres) would be a significant impact if not compensated for by 
restoration of the habitat values elsewhere.  Since habitat compensation would be provided, as 
discussed in the mitigation section for Site 2, impacts to these communities would not be significant. 
 
Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waters of the United States 
 
Permanent Impacts.  Development of Site 2 would permanently and directly impact 17 ephemeral 
drainages totaling 1.13 acres (0.46 hectare).  Though a formal assessment of the functions and values 
of the wetland and waters of the United States on-site was not conducted, a general assessment of 
these features suggests that these features would have low functions and values.  The ephemeral 
drainages support a minimal amount of potential wetlands, i.e., the freshwater seep, which have a 
low habitat value.  The primary function and value of the ephemeral drainages is to provide water 
quality functions for downstream riparian and wetland habitats within San Clemente and Beeler 
canyons. 
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Development of Site 2 would impact two road ruts/man-made puddles, which total 0.03 acre (0.01 
hectare).  The road ruts/man-made puddles are highly unlikely to support threatened and endangered 
species, as they are relatively shallow, very disturbed, and highly isolated.  As mentioned previously, 
the applicability of CWA to ephemeral drainages and road ruts/man-made puddles on Site 2 would 
be determined in consultation with the local ACOE regulatory staff as planning progresses. 
 
If consultation with the ACOE results in a determination that these ephemeral drainages and road 
ruts/man-made puddles are jurisdictional waters of the United States, then measures that would be 
required by the CWA would be incorporated into the CERCLA response as ARARs, resulting in no 
significant impacts.  
 
Special Status Species 
 
Permanent Impacts.  Development of Site 2 would affect five individuals of the Federal endangered 
Del Mar manzanita.  At least four populations of these species, comprised of 14 separate stands, are 
known from MCAS Miramar, and this species is infrequent in coastal areas of San Diego County.  
Large-scale loss of major populations of this species would be a significant impact.  Impacts to this 
species would require consultation with the USFWS pursuant to section 7 of the Endangered Species 
Act of 1973, as amended.  Implementation of any measures necessary to avoid an adverse effect on 
the species (under the Endangered Species Act) would also avoid any significant impact on the 
species.  
 
No effect to the coastal California gnatcatcher would occur from the development of Site 2, as recent 
survey data indicates that occupied habitat does not occur within the project footprint. 
 
As mentioned previously, endangered fairy shrimp are highly unlikely to occur on Site 2, as the road 
ruts/man-made puddles are very disturbed and isolated.  However, these road ruts/man-made puddles 
were not sampled for fairy shrimp due to insufficient ponding in 2000.  The Riverside fairy shrimp is 
only known from one location on MCAS Miramar, and the vernal pools on Site 2 may be too 
shallow to provide habitat for this species; however, the San Diego fairy shrimp may still be present 
within these vernal pools.  If Site 2 were selected, focused surveys for endangered fairy shrimp, 
pursuant to the USFWS protocol, would be required to determine presence/absence of these species.  
Impacts to either of these species would require a consultation with the USFWS pursuant to the 
section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended.  If endangered fairy shrimp are 
determined to be present within these vernal pools, impacts may be significant depending upon the 
number of pools occupied.  Implementation of any measures necessary to avoid an adverse effect on 
the species would also avoid any significant impact on the species. 
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Other Species of Regional Special Concern 
 
Permanent Impacts.  Development of Site 2 would permanently and directly impact approximately 
139 individuals of San Diego barrel cactus.  Large-scale loss of major populations of this species 
would potentially be a significant impact.  Measures discussed in the mitigation section would 
ensure that there would be no significant impacts. 
 
The native sage scrub and chaparral habitats on Site 2 also provide foraging and breeding habitat for 
many resident and migrating regionally sensitive bird species, such as the southern California 
rufous-crowned sparrow, and the Bell’s sage sparrow, as well as other species such as, the Hermes 
copper butterfly, San Diego horned lizard, Belding’s orange-throated whiptail, and birds protected 
under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act.  Substantial loss of habitat occupied by these species that 
impacts a substantial proportion of any of these species would potentially be significant.  Measures 
discussed in the mitigation section would ensure that these impacts would not be significant. 
 
Habitat Linkages and Corridors 
 
Permanent Impacts.  Development of Site 2 would permanently and directly impact a portion of the 
regional wildlife corridor linking MCAS Miramar to Beeler Canyon and the Sycamore Canyon 
Preserve and a portion of a local wildlife corridor that links the regional corridor with San Clemente 
Canyon.  However, development of Rancho Encantada (both the Montecito and Sycamore Estates 
projects), immediately north of Site 2 would adversely sever the link between San Clemente Canyon 
and Beeler Canyon even is Site 2 is not developed.  Local wildlife corridors and alternate routes 
within regional corridors would still link San Clemente Canyon indirectly to Beeler Canyon through 
Sycamore Canyon Preserve via two alternate routes.  Direct, permanent impacts to wildlife 
movement would not be significant, as wildlife movement would still be possible via these alternate 
routes to the east of the site. 
 
Indirect Impacts 
 
It is assumed that the entire project footprint would be permanently and directly impacted by the 
proposed project.  Any indirect impacts to biological resources would be restricted to resources 
immediately off site.  As such, there is no analysis of temporary or permanent indirect impacts to  
on-site resources in the following discussion of biological resources. 
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Vegetation and Habitat Types 
 
Temporary Impacts.  Temporary indirect impacts to vegetation and habitat types could occur from 
such construction activities as fugitive dust emissions and unauthorized access into regionally rare 
vegetation and habitat types outside of the project footprint.  The response of vegetation to these 
impacts is described in greater detail in the analysis of Site 8A.  Please refer to sub-section 4.7.1 for 
a description of the types and analyses of these temporary indirect impacts.  Measures discussed in 
the mitigation section for Site 2 would ensure that these impacts are not significant. 
 
Increases in erosion, sedimentation, and storm water pollutants from construction activities could 
adversely alter downstream riparian habitats along San Clemente Canyon.  The response of 
vegetation to these impacts is described in greater detail in the analysis for Site 8A.  Please refer to 
sub-section 4.7.1 for a description of the types and analyses of these temporary indirect impacts.  
Construction and design measures described in subsection 4.9.1 of this EIS, and measures described 
in the mitigation section for Site 2, would ensure that these potential impacts are not significant. 
 
Permanent Impacts.  The operation of Site 2 could result in permanent, indirect impacts to off-site 
vegetation and downstream habitats along San Clemente Canyon.  These potential impacts are 
similar to those identified above as temporary.  The difference is that the source of these permanent 
impacts would be from the ongoing operations of the project.  These permanent indirect impacts are 
described in greater detail in the analysis for Site 8A.  Please refer to sub-section 4.7.1 for a 
description of the types and analyses of these permanent, indirect impacts.  Measures discussed in 
the mitigation section as well as operational measures and water quality controls outlined in 
Section 4.9 would ensure that these potential impacts are not significant. 
 
Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waters of the United States 
 
Temporary Impacts.  Temporary indirect impacts to off-site, downstream ephemeral drainages along 
San Clemente Canyon could occur from increases in erosion, sedimentation, and storm water 
pollutants due to construction activities.  As discussed in the direct impacts section, it remains to be 
determined whether ephemeral drainages on-site are jurisdictional wetlands and waters of the United 
States.  If consultations with the ACOE reveal that these are jurisdictional wetlands and waters of the 
United States, then measures that would be required by the CWA would be incorporated into the 
CERCLA response as ARARs, resulting in no significant impacts.   
 
Permanent Impacts.  Increases in erosion, sedimentation, urban runoff, and storm water pollutants 
from the operations of the project, could adversely impact off-site, downstream wetlands and waters 
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of the United States.  The potential impacts are similar to those identified above as temporary.  The 
difference is that the source of these permanent impacts would be the ongoing operations of the 
project.  As discussed in the direct impacts section, it remains to be determined whether ephemeral 
drainages on-site are jurisdictional wetlands and waters of the United States.  If consultations with 
the ACOE reveal that these are jurisdictional wetlands and waters of the United States, then 
measures that would be required by the CWA would be incorporated into the CERCLA response as 
ARARs, resulting in no significant impacts.   
 
Special Status Species 
 
Temporary Impacts.  Two individuals of Del Mar manzanita occur immediately off site of the 
northern boundary of the Site 2 but would not be affected by construction activities.  Construction 
activities may affect this species through inadvertent human access that could damage these 
individuals.  However, measures discussed in the mitigation section would ensure that permanent 
indirect impacts would be avoided and there would be no effect to this species. 
 
Development of Site 2 would not affect the Federal endangered willowy monardella through 
temporary, indirect impacts from construction activities.  This species occurs approximately 1,200 
feet (366 meters) south of the southern boundary of the site along San Clemente Canyon.  
Construction activities could cause an increase in the amount of erosion, sedimentation, and storm 
water pollutants flowing into San Clemente Canyon.  Runoff of this nature typically contains higher 
levels of contaminants and sediment loads than the runoff that normally reaches San Clemente 
Canyon.  Increased flows and contaminant levels could shift competitive balances, altering species 
composition and environmental conditions which may no longer favor willowy monardella.  
Increases in storm water pollutants could alter the physiological processes resulting in decreases in 
vigor and fitness.  However, construction and design measures and best management practices 
described in Section 4.9, as well as measures discussed in the mitigation section, would ensure that 
temporary indirect impacts would be avoided and there would be no effect to this species. 
 
Indirect impacts would not affect the coastal California gnatcatcher habitats adjacent to Site 2 
through construction activities.  Historical gnatcatcher sightings are within 500 feet of the northern 
and southwestern boundaries of the project footprint of Site 2.  However, measures discussed in the 
mitigation section would ensure that temporary, indirect impacts would be avoided and there would 
be no effect to this species. 
 
Permanent Impacts.  Permanent, indirect impacts from the operations of Site 2 in the form of exotic 
species invasion and/or from human trampling would not affect the Del Mar manzanita.  Measures 
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described in the mitigation section would ensure that permanent, indirect impacts would be avoided 
and there would be no effect to this species. 
 
The development and ongoing operations of Site 2 would not effect downstream populations of the 
willowy monardella through increases in erosion, sedimentation, urban runoff, and storm water 
pollutants as described previously.  Populations of the willowy monardella may also be more 
susceptible to exotic species invasion with new source populations immediately upstream.  However, 
operational measures described in Section 4.9 and measures described in the mitigation section 
would ensure that permanent indirect impacts would be avoided and there would be no effect to this 
species. 
 
Potential permanent indirect impacts from operation of Site 2 would not affect the coastal California 
gnatcatcher.  Impacts could arise from increased outdoor, nighttime lighting, which could disrupt 
normal behavior patterns as well as increase the efficiency of predators on the gnatcatcher.  
However, measures described in the mitigation section would ensure that permanent indirect impacts 
would be avoided and there would be no effect to this species. 
 
Other Species of Regional Special Concern 
 
Temporary Impacts.  Several populations of the San Diego barrel cactus, totaling approximately 114 
individuals, could be temporarily, indirectly impacted by Site 2 from fugitive dust, inadvertent 
human access, and trampling associated with the construction activities.  Best management practices 
described in subsection 4.12.2 of this EIS and measures discussed in the mitigation section would 
ensure that temporary indirect impacts from construction activities would not be significant.   
 
Development of Site 2 could temporarily and indirectly impact wildlife Species of Regional Special 
Concern, as well as birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, through construction 
activities such as construction noise, unauthorized human access, outdoor, nighttime construction 
lighting, and fugitive dust emission.  Best management practices described in subsection 4.12.2 of 
this EIS and measures discussed in the mitigation section would ensure that temporary indirect 
impacts from construction activities would not be significant.   
 
Permanent Impacts.  The population of the San Diego barrel cactus mentioned above could also be 
indirectly impacted from the ongoing operations of Site 2, by increased human access, trampling, 
collection, or increased invasion by exotic species.  Measures described in the mitigation section 
would ensure that permanent indirect impacts would not be significant.   
 



4.7 Biological Resources  
 

 

  
MFH Project EIS  Page 4.7-41 
8K050/CHAPTER 04.07   6/20/03 

The ongoing operations of Site 2 could permanently and indirectly impact wildlife Species of 
Regional Special Concern, as well as birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, through 
increased human activities and increased outdoor, nighttime lighting.  Measures described in the 
mitigation section would ensure that permanent, indirect impacts would not be significant. 
 
Habitat Linkages and Corridors 
 
Temporary Impacts.  Temporary indirect impacts to habitat linkages and wildlife corridors could 
arise from construction activities (construction noise, night-time construction lighting, and 
unauthorized human access).  Measures described in the mitigation section would ensure that 
temporary, indirect impacts would not be significant. 
 
Permanent Impacts.  Operation of Site 2 would have permanent indirect impacts on habitat linkages 
and wildlife corridors from outdoor, nighttime lighting and unauthorized human access.  Measures 
described in the mitigation section would ensure that permanent indirect impacts would not be 
significant. 
 
Site 2 - Safety Buffer Zone 
 
The safety buffer zone itself is a measure to mitigate impacts on public safety associated with the 
potential presence of MEC in former range areas in proximity to the site.  The expected CERCLA 
response in the safety buffer zone is described in Section 4.14 and subsection 4.7.1 (for the Site 8A 
safety buffer zone).  The final safety buffer zone would be determined under CERCLA after 
approval of the ESS by the Department of Defense Explosive Safety Board (DDESB) and 
documentation of site-specific MEC materials within the safety buffer areas.  The extent of impacts 
would depend on the CERCLA determination.  The discussion that follows addresses potential 
impacts in general terms based on information currently available. 
 
Direct Impacts 
 
Vegetation and Habitat Types 
 
Temporary Impacts.  Potential temporary direct impacts to vegetation and habitat types could arise 
from the MEC removal activities.  These impacts cannot be quantified at this time, since the nature 
and extent of impacts cannot be determined until these activities commence and the extent of MEC 
is determined.  However, impacts to the chaparral communities, non-native grasslands, disturbed 
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habitats and developed areas would not be significant, as these communities are not considered 
regionally rare and declining habitats. 
 
Large-scale loss of Diegan coastal sage scrub (multiple acres) would be a significant impact if not 
compensated for by restoration of the habitat values.  It is anticipated that any vegetation clearing to 
facilitate ordnance equipment access would not remove plant roots.  As discussed previously, the 
extent of impacts would depend on the nature and location of MEC encountered during clearance.  
This clearance would take place under CERCLA; impacts and any necessary mitigation would be 
determined as part of that CERCLA process. 
 
Permanent Impacts.  There would be no permanent direct impacts to the vegetation and habitat types 
from the MEC clearance activities.  All impacts from these clearance activities are anticipated to be 
temporary in nature.  However, permanent impacts to vegetation and habitat types could result from 
the construction of any permanent CERCLA land use controls such as security fencing.  A 
quantification of these impacts cannot be determined at this time, because the location and design of 
these features depends on the nature and location of MEC encountered during clearance.  This 
clearance would take place under CERCLA; impacts and any necessary mitigation would be 
determined as part of that CERCLA process. 
 
Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waters of the United States 
 
Temporary Impacts.  As discussed previously, MEC encountered during clearance activities would 
determine the nature and extent of any impact on potential jurisdictional wetlands and waters of the 
United States.  Those clearance activities would be conducted, and potential impacts quantified, 
under CERCLA.  The characterization of potential wetlands as jurisdictional wetlands and waters of 
the United States would be determined in consultation with the ACOE.  If the determination is that 
they are jurisdictional, and the CERCLA process reveals potential impacts, then measures that would 
be required by the CWA would be incorporated into the CERCLA response as ARARs, resulting in 
no significant impacts.   
 
Permanent Impacts.  Any impacts from clearance activities are anticipated to be temporary in nature.  
However, permanent impacts to jurisdictional wetlands and waters of the United States could occur 
from the construction of any permanent CERCLA land use controls such as security fencing, if these 
controls are located within these sensitive areas.  MEC encountered during clearance activities 
would determine the location of any such land use controls, and the nature and extent of any 
associated impacts on potential jurisdictional wetlands and waters of the United States.  This 
determination would be made under CERCLA.  The characterization of potential wetlands as 
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jurisdictional wetlands and waters of the United States would be determined in consultation with the 
ACOE.  If the determination is that they are jurisdictional, and the CERCLA process reveals 
potential permanent impacts, then measures that would be required by the CWA would be 
incorporated into the CERCLA response as ARARs, resulting in no significant impacts. 
 
Special Status Species 
 
Temporary Impacts.  MEC clearance activities and construction of fences or other CERCLA land 
use controls would have no effect and no temporary direct impact on Special Status Species, as there 
are no Special Status Species present within the safety buffer zone. 
 
Permanent Impacts.  MEC clearance activities and construction of fences or other CERCLA land use 
controls would have no effect and no permanent direct impact on Special Status Species, as there are 
no Special Status Species present within the safety buffer zone.  
 
Other Species of Regional Special Concern 
 
Temporary Impacts.  No Species of Regional Special Concern are known to occur within or adjacent 
to the safety buffer zone.  Therefore, no temporary direct impacts would occur to Species of 
Regional Special Concern.  However, MEC clearance activities could potentially have a significant 
impact on birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act.  The extent of impacts would depend 
on the nature and location of MEC encountered during clearance.  This clearance would take place 
under CERCLA; impacts and any necessary mitigation would be determined as part of that 
CERCLA process. 
 
Permanent Impacts.  No Species of Regional Special Concern are known to occur within or adjacent 
to the safety buffer zone.  Therefore, no permanent direct impacts would occur to Species of 
Regional Special Concern.  However, MEC clearance activities could potentially have a significant 
impact on birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act.  The extent of impacts would depend 
on the nature and location of MEC encountered during clearance.  This clearance would take place 
under CERCLA; impacts and any necessary mitigation would be determined as part of that 
CERCLA process. 
 
Habitat Linkages and Corridors 
 
Temporary Impacts.  Potential temporary direct impacts to wildlife linkages and corridors could 
arise from the MEC removal activities.  The safety buffer zone extends into the upper reaches of 
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San Clemente Canyon.  This portion of the canyon is identified as an alternate route within a 
regional wildlife corridor.  MEC removal activities could adversely impact wildlife movement 
through vegetation clearing that might remove cover and hence compromise movement.  Because 
this is an alternate route, which would be further severed by the Rancho Encantada development 
currently under construction, other alternate routes would still link San Clemente Canyon indirectly 
to Beeler Canyon through Sycamore Canyon.  As mentioned previously, it is anticipated that any 
vegetation clearing to facilitate MEC equipment access would not remove plant roots.  As such, the 
vegetation is expected to recover to its pre-impact condition.  The extent of impacts would depend 
on the nature and location of MEC encountered during clearance.  This clearance would take place 
under CERCLA; impacts and any necessary mitigation would be determined as part of that 
CERCLA process. 
 
Permanent Impacts.  There would be no permanent direct impacts to the regional wildlife corridor 
from the MEC clearance activities.  All impacts from these clearance activities are anticipated to be 
temporary in nature.  However, permanent impacts to habitat linkages and corridors could occur 
from the construction of any permanent CERCLA land use controls such as security fencing.  Land 
use controls specifically designed to restrict human access into the safety buffer zone would also 
restrict wildlife movement, especially large mammals.  The extent of permanent impacts cannot be 
determined at this time because the exact location of the security fence or other land uses controls 
would be a function of the nature of the ordnance or munitions encountered during clearance.  As 
mentioned previously, wildlife movement along one of the upper tributaries of San Clemente 
Canyon is identified as a local wildlife corridor and as an alternate route within a regional corridor.  
Restrictive security fencing would permanently restrict large mammal movement along this portion 
of the corridor.  However, the Rancho Encantada development would sever this corridor in any 
event.  The extent of impacts would depend on the nature and location of MEC encountered during 
clearance and the resulting determination of the location of security fencing or other land use 
controls.  This determination would be made under CERCLA; impacts and any necessary mitigation 
would be determined as part of that CERCLA process. 
 
Indirect Impacts 
 
Vegetation and Habitat Types 
 
Temporary Impacts.  Temporary indirect impacts to vegetation could also arise from the MEC 
clearance activities within the safety buffer zone.  Vegetation would be trampled, erosion and 
sedimentation could arise from clearance activities, and dust emissions could arise from detonating 
unexploded MEC in place, potentially affecting adjacent vegetation.  These impacts are anticipated 
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to be so transitory that they would not be significant.  It is anticipated that affected vegetation would 
recover to its pre-impact condition relatively shortly with no adverse long-term consequences. 
 
Permanent Impacts.  There would be no permanent, indirect impacts to vegetation from the MEC 
clearance activities or from construction of permanent land use controls.  All impacts from these 
activities are anticipated to be temporary in nature. 
 
Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waters of the United States 
 
Temporary Impacts.  Temporary indirect impacts to ephemeral drainages such as increased erosion 
and sedimentation could also arise from the MEC clearance activities.  These impacts are anticipated 
to be on a relatively small scale.  Those clearance activities would be conducted, and potential 
impacts quantified, under CERCLA.  The characterization of potential wetlands as jurisdictional 
wetlands and waters of the United States would be determined in consultation with the ACOE.  If the 
determination is that they are jurisdictional, and the CERCLA process reveals potential impacts, then 
measures that would be required by the CWA would be incorporated into the CERCLA response as 
ARARs, resulting in no significant impacts.   
 
Permanent Impacts.  No permanent indirect impacts from the MEC clearance activities are 
anticipated.  All impacts from these activities are anticipated to be temporary in nature.  Permanent 
indirect impacts to ephemeral drainages could occur if permanent land use controls were located 
such that there would be increases in erosion or sedimentation into these drainages.  Location of 
these features within or immediately adjacent to ephemeral drainages could alter these natural 
processes, i.e., drift material accumulating at these features could change the gradient of a drainage, 
altering erosion and sedimentation patterns.  MEC encountered during clearance activities would 
determine the location of any such land use controls, and the nature and extent of any associated 
impacts on potential jurisdictional wetlands and waters of the United States.  This determination 
would be made under CERCLA.  The characterization of potential wetlands as jurisdictional 
wetlands and waters of the United States would be determined in consultation with the ACOE.  If the 
determination is that they are jurisdictional, and the CERCLA process reveals potential permanent 
impacts, then measures that would be required by the CWA would be incorporated into the 
CERCLA response as ARARs, resulting in no significant impacts.   
 
Special Status Species 
 
Temporary Impacts.  Temporary indirect impacts from MEC clearance activities are not anticipated 
to affect the willowy monardella.  This species is far enough removed from the safety buffer zone 
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(approximately 700 feet) that these activities would not affect this species.  No other Special Status 
Species are in or adjacent to the safety buffer zone. 
 
Permanent Impacts.  Permanent indirect impacts from MEC clearance activities are not anticipated 
to affect the willowy monardella.  This species is far enough removed from the safety buffer zone 
(approximately 700 feet) that these activities would not affect this species.  No other Special Status 
Species are in or adjacent to the safety buffer zone. 
 
Other Species of Regional Special Concern 
 
Temporary Impacts.  No Species of Regional Special Concern are known to occur within or adjacent 
to the safety buffer zone.  Therefore, no temporary indirect impacts would occur to Species of 
Regional Special Concern.  However, MEC clearance activities could potentially have a significant 
impact on birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act.  The extent of impacts would depend 
on the nature and location of MEC encountered during clearance.  This clearance would take place 
under CERCLA; impacts and any necessary mitigation would be determined as part of that 
CERCLA process. 
 
Permanent Impacts.  There would be no permanent, indirect impacts to the Species of Regional 
Special Concern, as well as birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, from the MEC 
clearance activities or construction of permanent land use controls.  All impacts from these clearance 
activities are anticipated to be temporary in nature. 
 
Habitat Linkages and Corridors 
 
Temporary Impacts.  MEC removal activities could adversely interfere with wildlife movement 
through increased human activity and noise effects, especially if UXO is detonated.  It is assumed 
that only diurnal movement would be impacted and not nocturnal movement.  The temporary nature 
of these impacts is such that long-term impacts are not anticipated and these temporary indirect 
impacts would not be significant. 
 
Permanent Impacts.  No significant permanent indirect impacts to wildlife movement from MEC 
removal activities or from the construction of permanent land use controls are anticipated.  All 
impacts from these activities are considered temporary in nature. 
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Site 2 - Mitigation Measures 
 
Significant impacts to biological resources from Site 2 would be avoided through implementation of 
the best management practices, CWA permit requirements, and other regulatory requirements 
discussed previously within the impact sections along with the mitigation measures outlined below. 
 
Vegetation and Habitat Types 
 
Direct Impacts 
 
Measures to ensure that there would be no significant direct impacts to Diegan coastal sage scrub, 
native grasslands, and freshwater seeps for Site 2 are the same as those described for Site 8A.  Please 
refer to the mitigation section for sub-section 4.7.1 for a description of these measures.   
 
Indirect Impacts 
 
Measures to ensure that there would be no significant indirect impacts to Diegan coastal sage scrub, 
native grasslands, and wetland vegetation types for Site 2 are the same as those described for Site 
8A.  Please refer to the mitigation section of subsection 4.7.1 for a description of these measures.   
 
Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waters of the United States 
 
Direct Impacts 
 
There would be no significant impacts and no mitigation measures would be necessary. 
 
Indirect Impacts 
 
There would be no significant impacts and mitigation measures would not be necessary. 
 
Special Status Species 
 
Direct Impacts 
 
Implementation of any necessary measures identified during consultations with USFWS regarding 
the Del Mar manzanita would ensure there is no significant impact.  Further mitigation measures, 
therefore, would not be required. 
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Indirect Impacts 
 
Implementation of any necessary measures identified during consultations with USFWS regarding 
the Del Mar manzanita would ensure there is no significant impact.  Further mitigation measures, 
therefore, would not be required. 
 
Implementation of the following measures would avoid indirect impacts to the willowy monardella: 
 
• Plant housing area landscaping to include only native and locally adapted plant species in 

accordance with Executive Order 13148 and Presidential Memorandum on Environmental 
Practices on Federal Ground [60 FR 40837], to the maximum extent practicable.  No plant 
species on the California Exotic Pest Plant Council Exotic Pest Plant list would be used for 
housing area landscaping. 

 
• Monitor downstream populations of willowy monardella to determine any changes in population 

status. 
 
Measures to avoid indirect impacts to the coastal California gnatcatcher from Site 2 are the same as 
those described Site 8A.  Please refer to the mitigation section of subsection 4.7.1 for a description 
of these measures.   
 
Other Species of Regional Special Concern 
 
Direct Impacts 
 
Measures to ensure that there would be no significant direct impacts to the San Diego barrel cactus 
from Site 2 are the same as those described for Site 8A.  Please refer to the mitigation section of 
subsection 4.7.1 for a description of these measures.  No other measures are recommended. 
 
Measures to ensure that there would be no significant direct impacts to wildlife Species of Regional 
Special Concern, i.e., the California rufous-crowned sparrow, Bell’s sage sparrow, San Diego horned 
lizard, Belding’s orange-throated whiptail, and Hermes copper butterfly and birds protected under 
the Migratory Bird Treaty Act from Site 2 are the same as those described for Site 8A.  Please refer 
to the mitigation section of subsection 4.7.1 for a description of these measures.  No other measures 
are recommended. 
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Indirect Impacts 
 
The following measures would ensure that there would be no significant indirect impacts to the San 
Diego barrel cactus.   
 
• Use protective fencing and informative signage at the interface of the development and the 

population of San Diego barrel cactus. 
 
• Plant housing area landscaping to include only native and locally adapted plant species in 

accordance with Executive Order 13148 and Presidential Memorandum on Environmental 
Practices on Federal Ground [60 FR 40837], to the maximum extent practicable.  No plant 
species on the California Exotic Pest Plant Council Exotic Pest Plant list would be used for 
housing area landscaping. 

 
Implementation of the measures described above to ensure that there would be no indirect impacts 
from construction activities and operations of the site to the coastal California gnatcatcher would 
also ensure that there would be no significant indirect impacts to wildlife Species of Regional 
Special Concern.   
 
Habitat Linkages and Corridors 
 
Direct Impacts 
 
Direct Impacts.  Implementation of measures mentioned previously to ensure that there would be no 
significant direct impacts to regionally rare vegetation/habitat types, i.e., habitat compensation, 
would also provide compensation for the loss of habitat linkages, as the habitat compensation is 
likely to occur in large area(s) of contiguous habitat which function as habitat linkages.   
 
Indirect Impacts 
 
Measures to ensure that there would be no significant indirect impacts to habitat linkages and 
corridors from Site 2 are the same as those described for Site 8A.  Please refer to the mitigation 
section of subsection 4.7.1 for a description of these measures.   
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Site 2 - Safety Buffer Zone Mitigation Measures 
 
As mentioned previously, the safety buffer itself would be a measure to mitigate impacts on public 
safety associated with the potential presence of MEC in former range areas in proximity to the site.  
The nature and extent of impacts from MEC clearance and appropriate land use controls cannot be 
determined prior to initiation of the CERCLA process.  Therefore, mitigation can be discussed only 
in general terms. 
 
Implementation of the following measure, in addition to the measures discussed below for each 
resource, would be expected to avoid any significant direct or indirect impacts to sensitive resources 
from MEC clearance activities and the construction of any permanent land use controls. 
 
• Presence of a qualified biological monitor at sensitive biological resource sites to minimize 

impacts during vegetation trimming and MEC excavations.  At a minimum, the monitor would 
conduct a general survey of the site before and after cutting and excavations in order to quantify 
the extent of impacts.  The monitor would also identify sensitive areas that should be avoided to 
the extent practicable, such as identifying an alternative route for equipment access, or 
identifying the timing when clearance activities may proceed to avoid impacts during portions of 
the season when certain resources are more vulnerable to impacts. 

 
Vegetation and Habitat Types 
 
Implementation of the following measures would ensure that there would be no significant impact to 
impacts to regionally rare and declining habitats: 
 
• Provide habitat compensation for regionally rare and declining habitats at replacement ratios 

identified in Table 6 of the INRMP (MCAS Miramar 2000) for permanent impacts from the 
construction of any land use controls. 

 
• Brush thinning to facilitate MEC removal equipment and personnel access would not remove 

plant roots and above-ground biomass would be properly disposed of at the landfill or recycled 
for mulch.  In addition, a target brush canopy coverage, to be retained within the safety buffer 
zone during MEC clearance operations, would be identified that would establish the threshold 
amount of brush that may be cleared.  This target coverage would minimize the amount of 
impacts and ensure that habitat remains within the safety buffer zone, while not compromising 
the safety, effectiveness and efficiency of the MEC clearance operations. 
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• Take action to minimize the area of impact and soil loss; implement passive restoration of 

temporary disturbance areas (areas cleared of brush, areas impacted from the detonation of MEC, 
areas impacted from digging and removal of MEC). 

 
Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waters of the United States 
 
There would be no significant impacts and mitigation would not be necessary. 
 
Species of Regional Special Concern 
 
Implementation of the following measures would ensure that there would be no significant direct 
impacts to birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act: 
 
Habitat clearing activities would be timed to avoid the breeding season of most migratory birds to 
the maximum extent practicable to avoid damage to active bird nests.  If habitat clearing outside of 
the breeding season is infeasible, the contractor(s) would coordinate with the USFWS to obtain a 
permit to impact migratory birds. 
 
Habitat Linkages and Corridors 
 
The CERCLA process would be used to determine the necessity, type of mitigation once the location 
of the land use control is determined, and permit conditions would be implemented. 
 
4.7.3 Site 3 
 
Direct Impacts 
 
Vegetation and Habitat Types 
 
Permanent Impacts.  As currently proposed, development of Site 3 would permanently and directly 
impact approximately 161.30 acres (65.27 hectares) of chamise chaparral; 0.62 acre (0.25 hectare) of 
disturbed chamise chaparral; 0.05 acre (0.02 hectare) of southern mixed chaparral; 6.9 acres (2.79 
hectares) of scrub oak chaparral; 3.87 acres (1.57 hectares) of Ceanothus chaparral; 1.17 acres (0.47 
hectare) of non-native grasslands; 0.02 acre (0.01 hectare) of non-native woodland; 6.37 acres (2.58 
hectares) of disturbed habitat; and 6.32 acres (2.56 hectares) of developed areas.  Impacts to the 
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chaparral communities, non-native grasslands, non-native woodland, disturbed habitats, and 
developed areas would not be significant, as these communities are not considered regionally rare 
and declining habitats. 
 
As currently proposed, development of Site 3 would permanently and directly impact approximately 
42.44 acres (17.18 hectares) of Diegan coastal sage scrub; 2.48 acres (1.00 hectare) of native 
grassland; and 0.55 acre (0.22 hectare) of freshwater seep.  Large-scale loss of these plant 
community types (multiple acres) would be a significant impact if not compensated for by 
restoration of the habitat values elsewhere.  Since habitat compensation would be provided as 
discussed in the mitigation section for Site 3, impacts to these communities would not be significant. 
 
Development of Site 3 would also permanently and directly impact 12 vernal pools totaling 0.11 acre 
(0.05 hectare).  Listed species have not been detected within these vernal pools, though endangered 
fairy shrimp could be present given the quality of these vernal pools.  Large-scale loss of vernal pool 
habitat would be a significant impact if not compensated for by restoration of the habitat values 
elsewhere.  A total of 3,873 vernal pool basins, totaling 123.6 acres (49.63 hectares) are reported 
from MCAS Miramar (2000a).  The 12 vernal pools on Site 3 represent only 0.003 percent of the 
vernal pools and less than 0.001 percent of the total vernal pool basin area on MCAS Miramar.  
Since the total amount of impact is relatively minor and habitat compensation would be provided, as 
discussed in the mitigation section for Site 3, direct impacts to the vernal pools would not be 
significant. 
 
Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waters of the United States 
 
Permanent Impacts.  Development of Site 3 would permanently and directly impact nine ephemeral 
drainages totaling 0.51 acre (0.21 hectare).  Though a formal assessment of the functions and values 
of the wetland and waters of the United States on-site was not conducted, a general assessment of 
these features would suggest that these features would have low functions and values.  The 
ephemeral drainages support a minimal amount of potential wetlands, i.e., the freshwater seep, and 
these potential wetlands have a low habitat value.  The primary function and value of the ephemeral 
drainages is to provide water quality functions for downstream riparian and wetland habitats within 
San Clemente Canyon. 
 
Development of Site 3 would permanently and directly impact 12 vernal pools totaling 0.11 acre 
(0.05 hectare) and four road ruts/man-made puddles totaling 0.07 acre (0.03 hectare).  The road 
ruts/man-made puddles are not expected to support threatened and endangered species, as these 
features are very disturbed and isolated and would have low functions and values.   
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The applicability of CWA to the ephemeral drainages, vernal pools, and road ruts/man-made puddles 
on Site 3 would be determined in consultation with the local ACOE regulatory staff as planning 
progresses.  If consultation with the ACOE results in a determination that these ephemeral drainages, 
vernal pools and road ruts/man-made puddles are jurisdictional waters of the United States, then 
measures that would be required by the CWA would be incorporated into the CERCLA response as 
ARARs, resulting in no significant impacts.   
 
Special Status Species 
 
Permanent Impacts.  Development of Site 3 would affect eleven individuals of the Federal 
endangered Del Mar manzanita.  Impacts to the Del Mar manzanita would require a section 7 
consultation with the USFWS pursuant to section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as 
amended.  Large-scale loss of major populations of this species would be a significant impact.  
Implementation of any measures necessary to avoid an adverse effect on the species would also 
avoid any significant impact on the species. 
 
Development of Site 3 would not affect or have any impact on the coastal California gnatcatcher, as 
recent survey data indicates that occupied habitat does not occur within the project footprint. 
 
Development of Site 3 may affect Federal endangered fairy shrimp.  No Federal endangered fairy 
shrimp were detected during wet season fairy shrimp sampling of four vernal pools and three road 
ruts/man-made puddles on or immediately off site (i.e., within 100-foot survey buffer area) in 2000.  
The remaining vernal pools and road ruts/man-made puddles were not sampled in 2000 due to 
insufficient ponding.  The Riverside fairy shrimp is only known from one location on MCAS 
Miramar, and the vernal pools on Site 3 may be too shallow to provide habitat for this species; 
however, the San Diego fairy shrimp may still be present within these vernal pools.  If Site 3 were 
selected, additional focused surveys for endangered fairy shrimp, pursuant to the USFWS protocol, 
would be required to determine presence/absence of these species.  Impacts to either of these species 
would require consultation with the USFWS pursuant to section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 
1973, as amended.  If endangered fairy shrimp are determined to be present within these vernal 
pools, impacts may be significant depending upon the number of pools occupied.  Implementation of 
any measures necessary to avoid an adverse effect on the species would also avoid any significant 
impact on the species. 
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Other Species of Regional Special Concern 
 
Permanent Impacts.  Site 3 would permanently and directly impact approximately 500 individuals of 
Orcutt’s brodiaea, 50 individuals of knotweed spineflower, and 51 individuals of San Diego barrel 
cactus.  Large-scale loss of major populations of this species would be a significant impact.  
Measures discussed in the mitigation section for Site 3 would ensure that these impacts would not be 
significant. 
 
Similar to the other alternatives, the native sage scrub and chaparral habitats on Site 3 also provide 
foraging and breeding habitat for many resident and migrating regionally sensitive bird species, such 
as the southern California rufous-crowned sparrow and the Bell’s sage sparrow, as well as other 
species such as, the Hermes copper butterfly, San Diego horned lizard, Belding’s orange-throated 
whiptail, and birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act.  Measures described in the 
mitigation section for Site 3 would ensure that these impacts would not be significant. 
 
Habitat Linkages and Corridors 
 
Permanent Impacts.  Development of Site 3 would permanently and directly impact a portion of a 
habitat linkage to open space areas of East Miramar.  Wildlife movement through this portion of 
MCAS Miramar is anticipated to be mostly in an east-west direction because of the lack of natural 
habitat immediately to the north of Site 3, i.e., the residential development of Scripps Ranch.  
Additionally, San Clemente Canyon, a regional wildlife corridor, parallels the southern boundary of 
Site 3 and most local and regional wildlife movement is expected to occur along this canyon.  No 
permanent, direct impacts to San Clement Canyon would occur from the development of Site 3.  As 
such, any permanent, direct impacts to wildlife movement would not be significant. 
 
Indirect Impacts 
 
It is assumed that the entire project footprint would be permanently and directly impacted by 
proposed project.  Any indirect impacts to biological resources would be restricted to resources 
immediately off site.  As such, there is no analysis of temporary or permanent indirect impacts to on-
site resources in the following discussion of biological resources. 
 
Vegetation and Habitat Types 
 
Temporary Impacts.  Temporary, indirect impacts to vegetation and habitat types could occur from 
such construction activities as fugitive dust emissions and unauthorized access into regionally rare 
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vegetation and habitat types outside of the project footprint.  The response of vegetation to these 
impacts is described in greater detail in the analysis of Site 8A.  Please refer to sub-section 4.7.1 for 
a description of the types and analyses of these temporary indirect impacts.  Measures discussed in 
the mitigation section for Site 3 would ensure that these impacts are not significant. 
 
Increases in erosion, sedimentation, and storm water pollutants from construction activities could 
have temporary indirect impacts on vernal pools adjacent to the proposed access road and 
downstream riparian habitats along San Clemente Canyon.  The responses of these communities and 
habitats to these impacts are the same as those discussed in the analysis of Site 8A.  Please refer to 
subsection 4.7.1 for a discussion of these types and the responses to these impacts.  Construction and 
design measures described in subsection 4.9.1, and measures described in the mitigation section for 
Site 3, would ensure that these potential impacts would not be significant. 
 
Permanent Impacts.  The operation of Site 3 could result in permanent indirect impacts to off-site, 
regionally rare vegetation and habitat types including vernal pools and downstream riparian habitats 
along San Clemente Canyon.  These potential impacts are similar to those identified above as 
temporary.  The difference is that the source of these permanent impacts would be from the ongoing 
operations of the project.  These permanent indirect impacts are the same as those described for Site 
8A in subsection 4.7.1.  Implementation of operation measures outlined in Section 4.9 and measures 
described in the mitigation section for Site 3 would ensure that these permanent indirect impacts 
would not be significant. 
 
Construction of the proposed access road would result in the habitat fragmentation of the vernal 
pools at Miramar Way.  A small number of vernal pools north of the proposed access road would be 
isolated from a larger complex of vernal pools south of the access road.  Habitat fragmentation and 
isolation can, in some cases, alter gene and propagate flow between pools, altering the intra- and 
inter-pool genetic diversity, such alteration is not expected in this case, because the access road is 
not expected to be an effective barrier to insect pollinators, waterfowl, and mammals, which 
facilitate the flow of pollen, seeds, and cysts between the pools (see Special Status Species and Other 
Species of Regional Special Concern subsections below for further discussion).  The access road 
could permanently alter the hydrologic patterns of the remaining vernal pools immediately adjacent 
to the access road, but implementation of operational measures outlined in Section 4.9 and measures 
described in the mitigation section for Site 3 would ensure that these permanent indirect impacts 
would not be significant. 
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Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waters of the United States 
 
Temporary Impacts.  Temporary indirect impacts to off-site, downstream wetlands and waters of the 
United States along San Clemente Canyon could occur from increases in erosion, sedimentation, and 
storm water pollutants due to construction activities.  As discussed in the direct impacts section, it 
remains to be determined whether ephemeral drainages, vernal pools, and man-made puddles and 
road ruts on-site are jurisdictional wetlands and waters of the United States.  If consultations with the 
ACOE reveal that these are jurisdictional wetlands and waters of the United States, then measures 
that would be required by the CWA would be incorporated into the CERCLA response as ARARs, 
resulting in no significant impacts.   
 
Permanent Impacts.  Increases in erosion, sedimentation, urban runoff, and storm water pollutants 
from the operations of the project, could adversely impact off-site, downstream wetlands and waters 
of the United States.  The potential impacts are similar to those identified above as temporary.  The 
difference is that the source of these permanent impacts would be the ongoing operations of the 
project.  As discussed in the direct impacts section, it remains to be determined whether ephemeral 
drainages, vernal pools, and man-made puddles and road ruts on-site are jurisdictional wetlands and 
waters of the United States.  If consultations with the ACOE reveal that these are jurisdictional 
wetlands and waters of the United States, then measures that would be required by the CWA would 
be incorporated into the CERCLA response as ARARs, resulting in no significant impacts.   
 
Special Status Species 
 
Temporary Impacts.  Construction activities during the development of Site 3 would not affect the 
Federal endangered willowy monardella.  One population is approximately 1,500 feet (607 meters) 
south of the southern boundary of this site.  Another population is approximately 1,500 feet (607 
meters) to the east of the site’s southeastern boundary.  Potential temporary, indirect impacts on the 
willowy monardella would be the same as those described in detail for Site 2 (please refer to 
subsection 4.7.3 for a detailed description of these impacts).  However, construction and design 
measures and best management practices described in more detail in Section 4.9 of this EIS, as well 
as measures described in the mitigation section for Site 3 would ensure that impacts to this species 
would be avoided and there would be no effect to this species. 
 
Indirect impacts from construction activities would not affect the coastal California gnatcatcher 
habitats adjacent to Site 3.  Potential impacts would be the same as those described for Site 8A.  
Please refer to sub-section 3.7.1 for a detailed description of the effects of these impacts.  Historical 
gnatcatcher sightings are within 500 feet of the southern boundary of the project footprint for Site 3.  
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Measures described in the mitigation section for Site 3 would ensure that impacts would be avoided 
and there would be no effect to the coastal California gnatcatcher from construction activities.   
 
Temporary, indirect impacts from construction activities would not affect endangered fairy shrimp 
species, if present, in the vernal pools adjacent to the proposed access road.  Potential indirect 
impacts would include increases in runoff and soil erosion and increased foot traffic from 
construction activities.  However, construction and design measures identified in Section 4.9 and 
measures described in the mitigation section for Site 3 would ensure that indirect impacts would be 
avoided and that there would be no effect to endangered fairy shrimp from construction activities. 
 
Permanent Impacts.  The development and ongoing operations of Site 3 would alter the upstream 
watershed of San Clemente Canyon, but would not affect downstream populations of the willowy 
monardella.  The potential effects of these impacts on willowy monardella are identical to those 
described for Site 2 (please refer to subsection 4.7.2 for a more detailed discussion).  Operation 
measures described in Section 4.9, as well as measures described in the mitigation section for Site 3, 
would avoid impacts and ensure that there would be no effect to this species. 
 
Potential permanent indirect impacts from the operation of Site 3 would not affect the coastal 
California gnatcatcher.  Potential impacts could arise from increased outdoor, nighttime lighting, 
which could disrupt normal behavior patterns as well as increase the efficiency of predators on the 
gnatcatcher.  However, measures described in the mitigation section would ensure that permanent, 
indirect impacts would be avoided and there would be no effect to this species. 
 
Permanent, indirect impacts from the operation of Site 3 would not affect endangered fairy shrimp 
species, if present, in the vernal pools adjacent to the access road.  Potential permanent impacts 
(i.e., increase in runoff and soil erosion and sedimentation, and increased foot-traffic) would be 
similar to the temporary impacts identified above, but differ in that these permanent impacts would 
be generated from the access road after it was constructed.  However, design and operational 
measures, described in subsection 4.9.1 of this EIS, as well as measures described in the mitigation 
section for Site 3, would avoid impacts and ensure that there would be no effect to these species.   
 
Habitat fragmentation from the access road would permanently isolate vernal pools north of the road 
from vernal pools south of the road.  This would not be expected to affect endangered shrimp (if 
present), however, because the road would not create an effective barrier to waterfowl and small 
mammal movement, which likely contribute to gene and propagate flow between pools through the 
transportation of cysts.  Fairy shrimp cysts are known to be transported between vernal pools by 
waterfowl and are likely to be transported by mammals through cyst adherence to their body 
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surfaces.  As such, the access road would not affect endangered fairy shrimp through indirect 
impacts.  As discussed previously, however, consultations with the USFWS would be required if 
fairy shrimp are present in the pools that are directly impacted by the access road.  
 
Other Species of Regional Special Concern 
 
Temporary Impacts.  Approximately 10 individuals of San Diego barrel cactus and a large 
population of Orcutt’s brodiaea could be temporarily and indirectly impacted by construction 
activities such as fugitive dust and inadvertent human access.  Because of their association with 
vernal pools, Orcutt’s brodiaea could also be temporarily impacted by increases in erosion, 
sedimentation, and storm water pollutants from construction activities.  The consequences of these 
types of impacts have been previously discussed in detail for the willowy monardella for Site 2.  
Construction and design measures described in subsections 4.9.1 and 4.12.2, as well as measures 
described in the mitigation section for Site 3, would ensure that temporary, indirect impacts from 
construction activities would not be significant. 
 
Development of Site 3 could temporarily and indirectly impact wildlife Species of Regional Special 
Concern, as well as birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, through construction 
activities such as construction noise, unauthorized human access, outdoor, nighttime construction 
lighting, and fugitive dust emission.  Construction and design measures described in subsections 
4.9.1 and 4.12.2 of this EIS, as well as measures described in the mitigation section for Site 3 would 
ensure that temporary indirect impacts from construction activities would not be significant. 
 
Permanent Impacts.  Construction of the proposed access road would result in the permanent habitat 
fragmentation of the population of Orcutt’s brodiaea at Miramar Way.  The proposed access road 
would split the large Orcutt’s brodiaea population, potentially isolating individuals north of the road 
from individuals to the south.  Similar to the impacts described for the vernal pools above, habitat 
fragmentation and isolation could impact gene and propagate flow, altering the genetic diversity of 
the population(s).  Members of the Brodiaea genus are insect-pollinated, mostly from the orders 
Coleoptera and Lepidoptera (Niehaus 1971).  The access road is not anticipated to provide a barrier 
to pollinator movement from one side of the road to the other.  As such, indirect impacts in the form 
of habitat fragmentation and isolation would not be significant. 
 
Construction of the access road could also lead to permanent indirect impacts through increases in 
erosion, sedimentation, urban runoff, storm water pollutants, exotic species invasion, and human 
access.  Measures described in subsections 4.9.1 and 4.12.2, as well as measures described in the 
mitigation section for Site 3, would ensure that these impacts would not be significant.   
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The ongoing operations of Site 3 could permanently and indirectly impact wildlife Species of 
Regional Special Concern, as well as birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, through 
increased human activities and increased outdoor, nighttime lighting.  Measures described in 
subsections 4.9.1 and 4.12.2 of this EIS, as well as measures described in the mitigation section for 
Site 3 would ensure these impacts would not be significant. 
 
Habitat Linkages and Corridors 
 
Temporary Impacts.  Temporary indirect impacts to habitat linkages and wildlife corridors could 
arise from construction activities (construction noise, night-time construction lighting, and 
unauthorized human access).  As mentioned previously, most of the wildlife movement within this 
portion of MCAS Miramar is anticipated to occur along San Clemente Canyon.  Only at the extreme 
southeast corner of the project footprint does this canyon come within 500 feet of the site.  Measures 
described in the mitigation section for Site 3 would ensure that these impacts would not be 
significant. 
 
Permanent Impacts.  Operation of Site 3 could have permanent indirect impacts on habitat linkages 
and wildlife corridors from outdoor, nighttime lighting, and unauthorized human access.  Similar to 
reasons given for the temporary indirect impacts, permanent indirect impacts would only be 
anticipated to impact that portion of San Clemente Canyon immediately adjacent to the southeastern 
corner of Site 3.  Measures described in the mitigation section for Site 3 would ensure that these 
impacts would not be significant. 
 
Site 3 - Safety Buffer Zone 
 
The safety buffer zone itself is a measure to mitigate impacts on public safety associated with the 
potential presence of MEC in former range areas in proximity to the site.  The expected CERCLA 
response in the safety buffer zone is described in Section 4.14 and subsection 4.7.1 (for the Site 8A 
safety buffer zone).  The final safety buffer zone would be determined under CERCLA after 
approval of the ESS by the Department of Defense Explosive Safety Board (DDESB) and 
documentation of site-specific MEC materials within the safety buffer areas.  The extent of impacts 
would depend the CERCLA determination.  The discussion that follows addresses potential impacts 
in general terms based on information currently available. 
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Direct Impacts 
 
Vegetation and Habitat Types 
 
Temporary Impacts.  Potential temporary direct impacts to vegetation and habitat types could arise 
from the MEC removal activities.  These impacts cannot be quantified at this time, since the nature 
and extent of impacts cannot be determined until these activities commence and the extent of 
unexploded MEC is determined.  However, impacts to the chaparral communities, non-native 
grasslands, non-native woodland, disturbed habitats and developed areas would not be significant, as 
these communities are not considered regionally rare and declining habitats. 
 
Large-scale loss of Diegan coastal sage scrub, native grasslands (multiple acres), and vernal pools 
would be a significant impact if not compensated for by restoration of the habitat values.  It is 
anticipated that any vegetation clearing to facilitate ordnance equipment access would not remove 
plant roots.  As discussed previously, the extent of impacts would depend on the nature and location 
of MEC encountered during clearance.  This clearance would take place under CERCLA; impacts 
and any necessary mitigation would be determined as part of that CERCLA process. 
 
Permanent Impacts.  Permanent direct impacts to vernal pools could arise from the MEC clearance 
activities from the direct removal of MEC from vernal pool or the detonation of MEC located within 
vernal pools.  As discussed previously, the extent of impacts would depend on the nature and 
location of MEC encountered during clearance.  This clearance would take place under CERCLA; 
impacts and any necessary mitigation would be determined as part of that CERCLA process. 
 
Permanent direct impacts to vegetation and habitat types could result from the construction of any 
permanent CERCLA land use controls such as security fencing.  A quantification of these impacts 
cannot be determined at this time, because the location and design of these features depends on the 
nature and location of MEC encountered during clearance.  This clearance would take place under 
CERCLA; impacts and any necessary mitigation would be determined as part of that CERCLA 
process. 
 
Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waters of the United States 
 
Temporary Impacts.  As discussed previously, MEC encountered during clearance activities would 
determine the nature and extent of any impact on potential jurisdictional wetlands and waters of the 
United States.  Those clearance activities would be conducted, and potential impacts quantified, 
under CERCLA.  The characterization of potential wetlands as jurisdictional wetlands and waters of 
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the United States would be determined in consultation with the ACOE.  If the determination is that 
they are jurisdictional, and the CERCLA process reveals potential impacts, then measures that would 
be required by the CWA would be incorporated into the CERCLA response as ARARs, resulting in 
no significant impacts.   
 
Permanent Impacts.  Any impacts from clearance activities are anticipated to be temporary in nature.  
However, permanent impacts to jurisdictional wetlands and waters of the United States could occur 
from the construction of any permanent CERCLA land use controls such as security fencing, if these 
controls are located within these sensitive areas.  MEC encountered during clearance activities 
would determine the location of any such land use controls, and the nature and extent of any 
associated impacts on potential jurisdictional wetlands and waters of the United States.  This 
determination would be made under CERCLA.  The characterization of potential wetlands as 
jurisdictional wetlands and waters of the United States would be determined in consultation with the 
ACOE.  If the determination is that they are jurisdictional, and the CERCLA process reveals 
potential permanent impacts, then measures that would be required by the CWA would be 
incorporated into the CERCLA response as ARARs, resulting in no significant impacts.   
 
Special Status Species 
 
Temporary Impacts.  MEC clearance activities may affect endangered fairy shrimp, if present.  
These species were not detected during wet season sampling in 2000 of four vernal pools within the 
access road alignment for Site 3.  Temporary direct impacts to these species could arise from the 
MEC clearance activities, but any effect or impact cannot be determined prior to initiation of those 
clearance activities, at which point the nature and location of MEC would become known and the 
location of fencing or other land use controls can be determined.  This process would be conducted 
under CERCLA, and any necessary consultations would be conducted with the USFWS per section 7 
of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (as amended).  Implementation of any measures necessary to 
avoid an adverse effect would also avoid a significant impact. 
 
Permanent Impacts.  If present, endangered fairy shrimp could be impacted from the MEC clearance 
activities and construction of permanent land use controls, which could trample individuals and/or 
dig up cysts.  MEC removal activities and permanent land use controls within basins potentially 
containing endangered fairy shrimp could have an effect on fairy shrimp, but that determination 
cannot be made prior to initiation of clearance activities.  Clearance activities would be conducted 
under CERCLA, and if it is determined that these activities may effect endangered fairy shrimp, 
consultations would be conducted with the USFWS per section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 
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1973 (as amended).  Implementation of any measures necessary to avoid an adverse effect would 
also avoid a significant impact. 
 
Other Species of Regional Special Concern 
 
Temporary Impacts.  Potential temporary direct impacts to Orcutt’s brodiaea may arise from the 
MEC removal activities during brush removal and construction of permanent land use controls or 
from inadvertent trampling of individuals.  The extent of impacts would depend on the nature and 
location of MEC encountered during clearance.  This clearance would take place under CERCLA; 
impacts and any necessary mitigation would be determined as part of that CERCLA process. 
 
Potential temporary direct impacts to wildlife Species of Regional Special Concern, such as the San 
Diego horned lizard and Bell’s sage sparrow, as well as birds protected under the Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act, may arise from vegetation clearing from MEC activities and construction of permanent 
land use controls within the safety buffer zone.  Clearing of vegetation for MEC activities could 
temporarily remove breeding and foraging habitat.  Since the vegetation clearing would not remove 
the roots of most species, the vegetation is anticipated to recover to its pre-impact condition.  The 
extent of impacts would depend on the nature and location of MEC encountered during clearance.  
This clearance would take place under CERCLA; impacts and any necessary mitigation would be 
determined as part of that CERCLA process. 
 
Permanent Impacts.  Permanent direct impacts to Orcutt’s brodiaea could arise from the digging up a 
high number of corms during the MEC removal activities, and from construction of permanent land 
use controls.  The extent of impacts would depend on the nature and location of MEC encountered 
during clearance.  This clearance would take place under CERCLA; impacts and any necessary 
mitigation would be determined as part of that CERCLA process. 
 
Permanent, direct impacts to wildlife Species of Regional Special Concern, as well as birds protected 
under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, could arise from removal of habitat during the MEC removal 
activities and construction of permanent land use controls.  Since brush thinning would not remove 
plant roots, and the extent of brush thinning is anticipated to be minimal, the vegetation is expected 
to recover to its pre-impact condition.  The extent of impacts would depend on the nature and 
location of MEC encountered during clearance.  This clearance would take place under CERCLA; 
impacts and any necessary mitigation would be determined as part of that CERCLA process. 
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Habitat Linkages and Corridors 
 
Temporary Impacts.  The MEC clearance activities would not directly impact any local or regional 
wildlife corridors.  The regional wildlife corridor in the vicinity is San Clemente Canyon, which is at 
least 1,500 feet (460 meters) south of the nearest safety buffer zone boundary. 
 
Permanent Impacts.  The MEC clearance activities would not directly impact any local or regional 
wildlife corridors.  The regional wildlife corridor in the vicinity is San Clemente Canyon, which is at 
least 1,500 feet (460 meters) south of the nearest safety buffer zone boundary.   
 
Indirect Impacts 
 
Vegetation and Habitat Types 
 
Temporary Impacts.  Temporary indirect impacts to vegetation could also arise from the MEC 
clearance activities within the safety buffer zone.  Vegetation would be trampled, erosion and 
sedimentation could arise from clearance activities, and dust emissions could arise from detonating 
unexploded MEC in place could affect adjacent vegetation.  These impacts are anticipated to be so 
transitory that they would not be significant.  It is anticipated that affected vegetation would recover 
to its pre-impact condition relatively shortly with no adverse long-term effects. 
 
Permanent Impacts.  No permanent, indirect impacts from the MEC clearance activities are 
anticipated.  All indirect impacts from these activities are anticipated to be temporary in nature. 
 
Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waters of the United States 
 
Temporary Impacts.  Temporary impacts to ephemeral drainages and vernal pools, such as increased 
erosion and sedimentation could also arise from the MEC clearance activities.  These impacts are 
anticipated to be on a relatively small scale.  Those clearance activities would be conducted, and 
potential impacts quantified, under CERCLA.  The characterization of potential wetlands as 
jurisdictional wetlands and waters of the United States would be determined in consultation with the 
ACOE.  If the determination is that they are jurisdictional, and the CERCLA process reveals 
potential impacts, then measures that would be required by the CWA would be incorporated into the 
CERCLA response as ARARs, resulting in no significant impacts.   
 
Permanent Impacts.  No permanent indirect impacts from MEC clearance activities are anticipated.  
All of these types of impacts are anticipated to be temporary in nature.  Permanent indirect impacts 
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to vernal pools may arise from the construction of land use controls if these features are located 
within the vernal pools or their watersheds.  Permanent features that alter the landscape could 
subsequently alter the local hydrological patterns upon which vernal pools depend.  MEC 
encountered during clearance activities would determine the location of any such land use controls, 
and the nature and extent of any associated impacts on potential jurisdictional wetlands and waters of 
the United States.  This determination would be made under CERCLA.  The characterization of 
potential wetlands as jurisdictional wetlands and waters of the United States would be determined in 
consultation with the ACOE.  If the determination is that they are jurisdictional, and the CERCLA 
process reveals potential permanent impacts, then measures that would be required by the CWA 
would be incorporated into the CERCLA response as ARARs, resulting in no significant impacts.   
 
Special Status Species 
 
Temporary Impacts.  If present, endangered fairy shrimp could be indirectly impacted from the MEC 
clearance activities from trampling or fugitive dust created by the detonation of UXO.  However, any 
effect or impact cannot be determined prior to initiation of those clearance activities, at which point 
the nature and location of MEC would become known and the location of fencing or other land use 
controls can be determined.  This process would be conducted under CERCLA, and any necessary 
consultations would be conducted with the USFWS per section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 
1973 (as amended).  Implementation of any measures necessary to avoid an adverse effect would 
also avoid a significant impact. 
 
Permanent Impacts.  Permanent indirect impacts to endangered fairy shrimp from MEC clearance 
activities are not anticipated.  All indirect impacts from these activities are anticipated to be 
temporary in nature.  However, permanent indirect impacts to endangered fairy shrimp (if present) 
could occur if the permanent land use controls are located such that they alter the hydrology of the 
vernal pools as mentioned previously.  However, any effect or impact cannot be determined prior to 
initiation of those clearance activities, at which point the nature and location of MEC would become 
known and the location of fencing or other land use controls can be determined.  This process would 
be conducted under CERCLA, and any necessary consultations would be conducted with the 
USFWS per section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (as amended).  Implementation of any 
measures necessary to avoid an adverse effect would also avoid a significant impact. 
 
Other Species of Regional Special Concern 
 
Temporary Impacts.  Temporary indirect impacts to Orcutt’s brodiaea and Cleveland’s goldenstar 
could occur from MEC clearance activities.  Plants could be trampled during MEC clearance 
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activities and construction of any permanent land use controls, and fugitive dust from detonating 
UXO in place could impact adjacent sensitive plant species.  The extent of impacts would depend on 
the nature and location of MEC encountered during clearance.  This determination would be made 
under CERCLA; impacts and any necessary mitigation would be determined as part of that 
CERCLA process. 
 
Temporary indirect impacts to wildlife Species of Regional Special Concern, including the Bell’s 
sage sparrow and San Diego horned lizard, as well as birds protected under the Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act may arise from MEC clearance activities.  Activities such as trespass could disrupt 
breeding activities and damage nests.  Noise generated from detonating UXO could disrupt 
behavioral patterns.  The extent of impacts would depend on the nature and location of MEC 
encountered during clearance.  This determination would be made under CERCLA; impacts and any 
necessary mitigation would be determined as part of that CERCLA process. 
 
Permanent Impacts.  No permanent indirect impacts from MEC clearance activities are anticipated.  
All indirect impacts from these activities are considered temporary in nature.  Permanent indirect 
impacts to Orcutt’s brodiaea may occur from the construction of land use controls if these features 
alter the local hydrological patterns of vernal pools and subsequently affect the population dynamics 
of this species.  The extent of impacts would depend on the nature and location of MEC encountered 
during clearance.  This determination would be made under CERCLA; impacts and any necessary 
mitigation would be determined as part of that CERCLA process. 
 
Habitat Linkages and Corridors 
 
Temporary Impacts.  The MEC clearance activities would not have any temporary indirect impact on 
any local or regional wildlife corridors.  The regional wildlife corridor in the vicinity is San 
Clemente Canyon, which is at least 1,500 feet (460 meters) south of the nearest safety buffer zone 
boundary. 
 
Permanent Impacts.  The MEC clearance activities would not have any permanent indirect impact on 
any local or regional wildlife corridors.  The regional wildlife corridor in the vicinity is San 
Clemente Canyon, which is at least 1,500 feet (460 meters) south of the nearest safety buffer zone 
boundary. 
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Site 3 - Mitigation Measures 
 
Significant impacts to biological resources from Site 3 would be avoided through implementation of 
the best management practices, CERCLA ARARs, and other regulatory requirements discussed 
previously within the impact sections along with the mitigation measures outlined below. 
 
Vegetation and Habitat Types 
 
Direct Impacts 
 
Measures to ensure that there would be no significant direct impacts to Diegan coastal sage scrub, 
native grasslands, and freshwater seeps for Site 3 are the same as those described for Site 8A.  Please 
refer to subsection 4.7.1 for a description of these measures. 
 
Implementation of the following measures would ensure that there would be no significant direct 
impacts to the vernal pools: 
 
• Provide habitat compensation for impacts to vernal pools (2:1 for basin areas unoccupied by 

listed threatened and endangered species; 3:1 for basin areas occupied by listed threatened and 
endangered species).  Compensation can occur either on MCAS Miramar or off MCAS Miramar 
through a combination of preservation, restoration, and habitat creation. 

 
• Avoidance of work in vernal pools during rainy season or when ground is wet (generally from 

November 1 to April 30). 
 
• Salvage vernal pool soil (plants, seeds, cysts and soil) in dry season prior to construction for use 

in restoration. 
 
Indirect Impacts 
 
Measures to ensure that there would be no significant indirect impacts to Diegan coastal sage scrub, 
native grasslands, and wetland vegetation types for Site 3 are the same as those described for Site 
8A.  Please refer to subsection 4.7.1 for a description of these measures.   
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Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waters of the United States 
 
Direct Impacts 
 
No significant impacts would occur and mitigation measures would not be necessary. 
 
Indirect Impacts 
 
 There would be no significant indirect impacts and mitigation measures would not be necessary. 
 
Special Status Species 
 
Direct Impacts 
 
Implementation of any necessary measures identified during consultations with USFWS regarding 
the Del Mar manzanita would ensure there is no significant impact.  Further mitigation measures, 
therefore, would not be required. 
 
If Site 3 were selected, additional surveys would be undertaken to confirm the presence or absence 
of endangered fairy shrimp.  If shrimp are present, and consultations with USFWS identify measures 
necessary to avoid adverse effect on the species, implementation of such measures would avoid 
significant impact. 
 
Indirect Impacts 
 
Measures to avoid indirect impacts to the willowy monardella for Site 3 are the same as those 
described for Site 2.  Please refer to subsection 4.7.2 for a description of these measures.   
 
Measures to avoid indirect impacts to the coastal California gnatcatcher from Site 3 are the same as 
those described for Site 8A.  Please refer to subsection 4.7.1 for a description of these measures.   
 
If endangered fairy shrimp are present, and consultations with USFWS identify measures necessary 
to avoid an adverse effect on the species, implementation of such measures would also avoid a 
significant impact. 
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Other Species of Regional Special Concern 
 
Direct Impacts 
 
Implementation of the following measures would ensure that there would be no significant direct 
impacts to the Orcutt’s brodiaea, knotweed spineflower, and San Diego barrel cactus: 
 
• Relocate plants to suitable habitat outside the project area through transplantation (San Diego 

barrel cactus), seed collection (knotweed spineflower), or corm salvaging (Orcutt’s brodiaea).  
The number of individuals transplanted and/or number of seeds collected or corms salvaged 
would be such to ensure that a representative sample of the genetic variability of the impacted 
populations is collected.   

 
• Individuals of San Diego barrel cactus may be salvaged to use in sage scrub enhancement or 

restoration, depending upon the mitigation site and whether or not San Diego barrel cactus would 
be appropriate to transplant in this area. 

 
• Corms of the Orcutt’s brodiaea may be salvaged and an attempt would be made to transplant the 

salvaged corms in vernal pool restoration.   
 
• Seeds and plants of the knotweed spineflower may be collected and salvaged and used as 

inoculum in vernal pool restoration, depending upon the mitigation site and whether or not 
knotweed spineflower would be appropriate to plant in this area. 

 
Measures to ensure that there would be no significant direct impacts to wildlife Species of Regional 
Special Concern, i.e., the California rufous-crowned sparrow, Bell’s sage sparrow, San Diego horned 
lizard, Belding’s orange-throated whiptail, and Hermes copper butterfly, as well as birds protected 
under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act from Site 3 are the same as those described for Site 8A.  Please 
refer to subsection 4.7.1 for a description of these measures.   
 
Indirect Impacts 
 
Implementation of the following measures would ensure that there would be no significant indirect 
impacts such as trampling, and exotic species invasion, and increased urban runoff to Orcutt’s 
brodiaea: 
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• Use protective fencing and informative signage at the interface of the development and sensitive 
vegetation, and populations of Orcutt’s brodiaea. 

 
• Plant housing area landscaping to include only native and locally adapted plant species in 

accordance with Executive Order 13148 and Presidential Memorandum on Environmental 
Practices on Federal Ground [60 FR 40837], to the maximum extent practicable.  No plant 
species on the California Exotic Pest Plant Council Exotic Pest Plant list would be used for 
housing area landscaping. 

 
Implementation of the measures to ensure that there would be no significant indirect impacts to the 
coastal California gnatcatcher would also ensure that there would be no significant indirect impacts 
to wildlife Species of Regional Special Concern.   
 
Habitat Linkages and Corridors 
 
Direct Impacts 
 
No direct impacts have been identified; therefore, no mitigation measures are required. 
 
Indirect Impacts 
 
Implementation of measures to avoid indirect impacts to Special Status Species, i.e., the coastal 
California gnatcatcher, in particular, the shielding of outdoor, nighttime lighting, would also ensure 
that there would be no significant indirect impacts to wildlife movement through habitat linkages 
and corridors.  No other measures are recommended. 
 
Site 3 - Safety Buffer Zone Mitigation Measures 
 
As mentioned previously, the safety buffer itself would be a measure to mitigate impacts on public 
safety associated with the potential presence of MEC in former range areas in proximity to the site.  
The nature and extent of impacts from MEC clearance and appropriate land use controls cannot be 
determined prior to initiation of the CERCLA process.  Therefore, mitigation can be discussed only 
in general terms. 
 
Implementation of the following measure, in addition to the measures discussed below for each 
resource, would be expected to avoid any significant direct or indirect impacts to sensitive resources 
from MEC clearance activities, and construction of any permanent land use controls. 
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• Presence of a qualified biological monitor at sensitive biological resource sites to minimize 

impacts during brush thinning and MEC excavations.  At a minimum, the monitor would 
conduct a general survey of the site before and after brush thinning and excavations in order to 
quantify the extent of impacts.  The monitor would also identify sensitive areas that should be 
avoided to the extent practicable, such as identifying an alternative route for equipment access, 
or identifying the timing when clearance activities may proceed to avoid impacts during portions 
of the season when certain resources are more vulnerable to impacts. 

 
Vegetation and Habitat Types 
 
Implementation of the following measures would ensure that there would be no significant direct and 
indirect impacts to vegetation and habitat types: 
 
• Provide habitat compensation for regionally rare and declining habitats at replacement ratios 

identified in Table 6 of the INRMP (MCAS Miramar 2000) for permanent impacts from the 
construction of any land use controls. 

 
• Brush thinning to facilitate MEC removal equipment and personnel access would not remove 

plant roots and aboveground biomass would be properly disposed of at the landfill or recycled 
for mulch.  In addition, a target brush canopy coverage, to be retained within the safety buffer 
zone during MEC clearance operations, would be identified which would establish the threshold 
amount of brush that may be cleared.  This target coverage would minimize the amount of 
impacts and ensure that habitat remains within the safety buffer zone, while not compromising 
the safety, effectiveness and efficiency of the MEC clearance operations. 

 
• Take action to minimize the area of impact and soil loss; implement passive restoration of 

temporary disturbance areas (areas cleared of brush, areas impacted from the detonation of MEC, 
areas impacted from digging and removal of MEC). 

 
Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waters of the United States 
 
There would be no significant impacts and mitigation measures would not be necessary. 
 



4.7 Biological Resources  
 

 

  
MFH Project EIS  Page 4.7-71 
8K050/CHAPTER 04.07   6/20/03 

Special Status Species 
 
If endangered fairy shrimp are present, and consultations with USFWS identify measures necessary 
to avoid an adverse effect on the species, implementation of such measures would avoid significant 
impacts and no mitigation would be necessary. 
 
Other Species of Regional Special Concern 
 
Implementation of the following measure would ensure that there would be no significant direct 
impacts to Orcutt’s brodiaea: 
 
• In instances where there is a requirement to remove MEC or install land use controls located 

within populations of Orcutt’s brodiaea, any soil that is removed that contains the corms of this 
species would be stockpiled and replaced at its original location once the MEC clearance 
activities or installation of land use controls are complete, or would be used in other restoration 
efforts. 

 
Implementation of the following measures would ensure that there would be no significant direct 
impacts to the California rufous-crowned sparrow, Bell’s sage sparrow, San Diego horned lizard, 
Belding’s orange-throated whiptail, birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, and 
Hermes copper butterfly: 
 
• Habitat clearing activities would be timed to avoid the breeding season of most migratory birds 

to the maximum extent practicable to avoid damage to active bird nests.  If habitat clearing 
outside of the breeding season is infeasible, the contractor(s) would coordinate with the USFWS 
to obtain a permit to impact migratory birds.  

 
Habitat Linkages and Corridors 
 
The CERCLA process would be used to determine the necessity, type of mitigation once the location 
of the land use control is determined, and permit conditions would be implemented. 
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4.7.4 No Action Alternative 
 
Impacts 
 
Development would not occur under the No Action Alternative; therefore, no impacts to biological 
resources would occur. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
No mitigation measures are required. 
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4.8 SOILS AND GEOLOGY 
 
4.8.1 Site 8 
 
Site 8A – Santo Road Access (Preferred Alternative) 
 
Impacts 
 
Topography 
 
Site 8 is located in a topographic setting characterized by rolling hills and deep canyons.  The site 
does not contain much level area except in the vicinity of the access road.  Ridges are emphasized by 
the practice of grading firebreaks along the ridge lines.  Site 8 is situated predominantly along a large 
ridge.  Limited canyon fill would occur, with most of the development staying at a similar elevation 
to the existing ridge top.  Based on the steepness of the site, extensive grading cannot be avoided.  
Grading and drainage guidelines as detailed in Navy Family Housing Project Standards (NAVFAC 
Instruction 11101.85H) (DON 2000b), would be followed.  The grading approach for the site is to 
first incorporate any existing level or gently sloping portions of the site.  Then, by cutting some ridge 
top areas and filling smaller canyons, additional padded areas would be made available.  It should be 
noted that this is the technique utilized by most all housing developments in the vicinity of MCAS 
Miramar.  However, the grading approach for Site 8 and the other MFH sites at MCAS Miramar 
differs from many of the adjacent developments in that it avoids larger canyons, thereby keeping 
important screening ridge lines intact and greatly reducing overall grading volumes. 
 
The concept of terracing the site was made through the development of shallow lot project units that 
were wide but not deep.  Sloping roadways down a street would dictate the maximum grade between 
the side of each of the lots.  Streets were generally laid out to run with the slope instead of 
perpendicular to them.  Terraces that followed the contour of the landform were then developed with 
enough depth to accommodate each of the proposed unit types.  Back yard slopes and the slopes of 
connecting streets that run perpendicular to the slopes were maximized as 2:1 or 10 percent of street 
gradients.  All of these approaches allow for minimizing the amount of cut and fill.  The earthwork 
quantity for Site 8 would be 5,300,000 cubic yards (cy) (4,051,850 cubic meters) of balanced cut and 
fill for mass grading (Table 4.8-1).  The access road would include 270,000 cy (206,415 cubic 
meters) of cut and 870,000 cy (665,115 cubic meters) of fill.  Total grading per acre would be 
17,726 cy (33,486 cubic meters per hectare) and total grading per unit would be 3,313 cy (2,532 
cubic meters).  Based on the sensitive design of the development which minimizes cut and fill 
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quantities, and the construction, design, and operational measures listed below, impacts would be 
less than significant. 
 

Table 4.8-1.  Grading Summary 
 

 
 

 
Site 8A (Preferred 

Alternative) 
 

Site 8B 
 

Site 2  
 

Site 3 
 
Total Acres (Hectares) 

 
299 (121) 

 
293 (119) 

 
283 (112.5) 

 
233 (94)  

Grading Amount in Cubic 
Yards (Cubic Meters) 

 
5,300,000 

(4,051,850) 

 
5,300,000 

(4,051,850) 

 
6,600,000 

(5,045,700) 

 
7,200,000 

(5,504,400)  
Access Road Cut and Fill  
in Cubic Yards (Cubic Meters) 

 
270,000  

(206,415) cut 
870,000  

(665,115) fill 

 
270,000  

(206,415) cut 
870,000  

(665,115) fill(2) 

 
N/A(1) 

 
168,000  

(128,436) cut 
96,000  

(73,392) fill  
Number of Dwelling Units 

 
1,600 

 
1,600 

 
1,000 

 
1,246  

Grading per Acre in Cubic 
Yards (Grading per Hectare in 
Cubic Meters) 

 
17,726 

(33,486) 

 
17,726  

(33,486) 

 
23,322  

(44,067) 

 
30,901 

(58,557) 

 
Grading per Unit in Cubic 
Yards (Cubic Meters) 

 
3,313 

(2,532) 

 
3,313  

(2,532) 

 
6,600  

(5,046) 

 
5,779 

(4,417)  
(1) The utilities corridor for Site 8B would be located within the access road.  The grading quantity would be somewhat less; 

however, the exact location of the corridor is not known therefore this assumes worst-case. 
 
 
Geology and Seismicity 
 
Site 8 is located in a highly active seismic region.  Several of the faults and fault zones in southern 
California such as the Rose Canyon Fault zone are capable of causing major damage and destruction 
from ground acceleration and associated ground shaking.  The new housing units would be 
constructed in compliance with the Uniform Building Code criteria and/or the latest seismic design 
criteria.  Site 8 is not directly underlain by any known faults or fault-related features and therefore, 
impacts associated with ground rupture are not expected.  Where near-surface, poorly consolidated 
alluvial soils underlie drainages, the potential for liquefaction is moderate to high.  Potential impacts 
from liquefaction would be controlled through the construction, design, and operation measures 
discussed below, and would be less than significant. 
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Soils 
 
Soils that underlie Site 8, similar to most of East Miramar, have a low settlement potential, a 
medium to high expansion potential, and a severe potential for erosion once exposed by construction 
activities.  Ancient landslides have been mapped within Site 8.  Potential impacts resulting from 
erosion during construction activities would be controlled through the use of standard erosion control 
measures as identified in the Erosion Control Plan discussed below under the construction, design, 
and operation measures.  Typical erosion control measures include the use of gravel bags, silt 
fencing, earthen berms, and temporary sediment basins.  The construction and design measures 
outlined below would be implemented to ensure these constraints do not affect the proposed housing.  
Therefore, soils-related impacts would be less than significant. 
 
Construction, Design, and Operational Measures 
 
Implementation of this alternative would include several construction measures that would be 
implemented during construction of the proposed MFH.  In addition, design and operational 
measures would be implemented as part of the Proposed Action.  
 
• Per Navy Family Housing Project Standards (NAVFAC Instruction 11101.85H), a site-specific 

geotechnical investigation (or soil and foundation report) shall be performed to further evaluate 
and identify other potential geologic hazards and soils concerns.  The investigation shall provide 
site-specific geotechnical recommendations for design and construction.  The stability of the 
Mission Valley Formation and areas of ancient landslides shall be addressed.  If cut slopes are 
required within the weak claystone intervals of the Mission Valley Formation, then specific 
recommendations for slope stabilization shall be provided.  The geotechnical investigation shall 
also address soil sedimentation and expansion, and erosion and sedimentation. 

 
• Proposed housing units shall be designed to tolerate anticipated groundshaking from future 

earthquakes.  At a minimum, the project shall comply with the seismic design criteria identified 
in the Uniform Building Code or in accordance with the latest design criteria of the Structural 
Engineering Association of California. 

 
Compliance with the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System General Construction Permit 
is required.  As part of the permit, a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan would be prepared.  The 
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan would incorporate measures as recommended in the site-
specific geotechnical report.  As outlined in the California Regional Water Quality Control Board’s 
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Erosion and Sediment Control Field Manual (1999), for erosion and sediment control to be 
effective, it is essential that adequate best management practices be implemented prior to the rainy 
season.  Provisions for both temporary and permanent erosion and sediment controls must be 
implemented in accordance with the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan designed for the site.  
Once implemented, controls must be monitored, maintained, and immediately repaired to ensure 
their effectiveness.  Control measures shall be updated and the Storm Water Pollution Prevention 
Plan amended as necessary and as dictated by changes in construction and the construction schedule.  
The following principles shall be followed to the maximum extent practicable to control erosion and 
sedimentation from the disturbed areas of the construction site: 
 
• Fit the grading to the surrounding terrain.  Contour slopes in accordance with soil type and 

natural repose. 

• Retain existing vegetation to the extent feasible. 

• Time grading operations to minimize soil exposure during the rainy season. 

• Minimize the length and steepness of slopes. 

• Emphasize erosion controls by vegetating and mulching, or otherwise stabilizing disturbed areas. 

• Direct runoff away from disturbed areas. 

• Keep runoff velocities low, using energy dissipating control measures. 

• Prepare drainageways and outlets to handle concentrated runoff until permanent drainage 
structures are constructed. 

• Trap sediment on site using a combination of erosion and sediment control measures. 

• Inspect and maintain control measures before and after each rainstorm.  A log of inspections 
(including date, observations made, and inspector) shall be kept throughout construction of the 
project and retained for at least three years after construction is complete. 

 
Mitigation Measures 
 
Construction, design, and operational measures include the preparation of a site-specific 
geotechnical investigation that would include geotechnical recommendations for design and 
construction.  Housing units would be designed to tolerate anticipated groundshaking from future 
earthquakes and comply with the seismic design criteria identified in the Uniform Building Code or 
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in accordance with the latest design criteria of the Structural Engineering Association of California.  
Compliance with the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System General Construction Permit 
would be performed, including the preparation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan with 
appropriate erosion and sediment control best management practices.  Therefore, further mitigation 
measures are not required. 
 
Site 8B – SR 52 Interchange (Alternative Access) 
 
Impacts 
 
Impacts with the new interchange on SR 52 would be similar to those described for the Preferred 
Alternative except the grading quantity would be slightly less due to a shorter access (Table 4.8-1).  
Total balanced mass grading would be 5,300,000 cy (4,051,850 cubic meters), grading per acre 
would be 17,726 cy (33,486 cubic meters per hectare), and grading per unit would be 3,313 cy 
(2,532 cubic meters). 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
Construction, design, and operational measures include the preparation of a site-specific 
geotechnical investigation that would include geotechnical recommendations for design and 
construction.  Housing units would be designed to tolerate anticipated groundshaking from future 
earthquakes and comply with the seismic design criteria identified in the Uniform Building Code or 
in accordance with the latest design criteria of the Structural Engineering Association of California.  
Compliance with the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System General Construction Permit 
would be performed, including the preparation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan with 
appropriate erosion and sediment control best management practices. 
 
4.8.2 Site 2 
 
Impacts 
 
Construction activities at Site 2 would be similar to those under the Preferred Alternative; however, 
due to topography and size of Site 2 grading quantities would be greater and the number of units 
would be less.  As shown on Table 4.8-1, the total balanced amount of earthwork for mass grading 
and the access road would be 6,600,000 cy (5,045,700 cubic meters).  Grading per acre would be 
23,322 cy (44,067 cubic meters), and grading per unit would be 6,600 cy (5,046 cubic meters).  
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Impacts to geology, soils, and seismicity would be similar to those identified under the Preferred 
Alternative. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
Construction, design, and operational measures include the preparation of a site-specific 
geotechnical investigation that would include geotechnical recommendations for design and 
construction.  Housing units would be designed to tolerate anticipated groundshaking from future 
earthquakes and comply with the seismic design criteria identified in the Uniform Building Code or 
in accordance with the latest design criteria of the Structural Engineering Association of California.  
Compliance with the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System General Construction Permit 
would be performed, including the preparation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan with 
appropriate erosion and sediment control best management practices. 
 
4.8.3 Site 3 
 
Impacts 
 
Under this alternative the quantity of units to be built (Table 4.8-1) would be less than the Preferred 
Alternative.  However, grading quantities would be greater than the Preferred Alternative due to the 
steep topography.  Total grading for balanced mass grading would be 7,200,000 cy (5,504,400 cubic 
meters).  Grading for the access road would require 168,000 cy (128,436 cubic meters) of cut and 
96,000 cy (73,342 cubic meters) of cut.  Grading per acre would be 30,901 cy (58,557 cubic meters 
per hectare) and grading per unit would be 5,779 cy (4,417 cubic meters).  Impacts to geology, soils, 
and seismicity would be similar to those identified under the Preferred Alternative. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
Construction, design, and operational measures include the preparation of a site-specific 
geotechnical investigation that would include geotechnical recommendations for design and 
construction.  Housing units would be designed to tolerate anticipated groundshaking from future 
earthquakes and comply with the seismic design criteria identified in the Uniform Building Code or 
in accordance with the latest design criteria of the Structural Engineering Association of California.  
Compliance with the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System General Construction Permit 
would be performed, including the preparation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan with 
appropriate erosion and sediment control best management practices. 
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4.8.4 No Action 
 
Impacts 
 
Under the No Action Alternative, military family housing would not be built on any of the site 
locations.  Geology and soils would remain in their current condition, and there would be no impact. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
No mitigation measures would be required. 
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4.9 WATER RESOURCES 
 
4.9.1 Site 8 
 
Site 8A – Santo Road Access (Preferred Alternative) 
 
Impacts 
 
Surface Water 
 
The proposed housing development would increase the area covered by impervious surfaces, thus 
increasing the runoff potential.  Development of the proposed MFH on Site 8 with street, parking 
areas, sidewalks, and other impervious surfaces would increase runoff volumes from the proposed 
site which is currently undeveloped.  Improvements to the drainage system would be planned to 
accommodate the increase in runoff without significant impacts.  If required, downstream facilities 
would be improved to handle any increase in drainage.  On-site, underground storm drains would be 
designed to accommodate a 10-year storm event.  When coupled with the capacity provided in 
streets and gutters, the proposed site drainage system would be able to convey flows associated with 
a 20-year storm.  It is assumed that on-site improvements would consist of a storm drain system that 
would outlet with headwalls and energy dissipaters so that no changes in velocity would occur to the 
existing offsite canyons.  Sedimentation basins and oil-water separators would be required.  Upon 
completion of final site plan, a hydrological study will be prepared to determine the design of the 
storm drainage system.   
 
The USEPA identifies contaminated runoff from developed sites as the primary source of pollution 
in urban areas.  Typical pollutants in urban runoff include air pollution residues; oil, grease, and 
other automotive fluids; tire-wear and brake residues; fertilizer and pesticide chemicals; litter; 
animal droppings; and household detergents.  These pollutants are washed from street surfaces by 
rainfall that is sufficient to cause adequate runoff volume.  The quality of runoff is particularly 
degraded after a long period of no rainfall, such as occurs with the first major storm of the rainy 
season. 
 
Overall, implementation of the Preferred Alternative would result in an incremental increase in 
urban runoff.  An NOI for an National Pollution Discharge Elimination System General 
Construction Activity Permit would be prepared and submitted to the RWQCB.  A Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan would be prepared, including best management practices to reduce the 
potential for water quality degradation.  Design measures would include the vegetation of permeable 
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surfaces to attenuate soil loading and vegetation of swales and drainage channels to provide for 
natural filtration of pollutants.  Use of fertilizers and pesticides would be kept to a minimum, and 
watering of landscaping would be controlled.  Site waste would be strictly controlled, and trash 
containers would be provided throughout the site.  Vehicular maintenance would not be allowed in 
the housing area in order to reduce the potential of oil and other automotive fluids in urban runoff.  
A detailed hydrology study would be performed upon completion of the final site plan to determine 
maximum storm flows and design a storm drain system.  With implementation of these water quality 
controls, both direct and indirect impacts to surface water would not occur. 
 
Groundwater 
 
Contamination and depletion of groundwater as a result of construction activities would not occur, as 
little groundwater occurs beneath the project area.  In addition, implementation of standard 
construction measures discussed in this section would protect the quality of the storm water runoff, 
thereby protecting the quality of groundwater.   
 
Floodplains 
 
The 100-year floodplain was considered as part of the fatal flaw constraints analysis (see Figure 2-1) 
for any alternative to be developed at MCAS Miramar.  The proposed development at Site 8 would 
be located above the 100-year surface water elevations as mapped on MCAS Miramar.  
 
Construction, Design, and Operational Measures 
 
The Proposed Action includes several construction measures that would be implemented during  
construction of the MFH.  In addition, design and operational measures would be implemented as 
part of the Proposed Action.  These measures, listed below, would be implemented under each of the 
project alternatives except the No Action Alternative. 
 
An NOI would be prepared by DON and submitted to the RWQCB in compliance with National 
Pollution Discharge Elimination System requirements for a General Construction Activity Permit.  
The NOI would cover all proposed construction. The NOI requires preparation of a Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan, which includes best management practices to reduce the potential for 
water quality degradation.  These would include, at a minimum, the following: 
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$ Under a PPV, the developer responsible for site development would prepare an Erosion 
Control Plan and submit to DON for review and approval prior to construction.  The plan 
will require, at a minimum, the use of hay bales, silt fences, siltation basins, or other devices 
necessary to stabilize the soil in denuded or graded areas during the construction and 
revegetation phases of the project. 

 
$ Parking areas, driveways, and walkways would be swept on a weekly basis.  Washing down 

paved surfaces would be prohibited.  Sweeping parking areas during phased construction is 
critical to ensure sediment is not transported off site. 

 
The following design measures would be implemented as part of the Proposed Action: 
 

$ Vegetation of permeable surface areas with both native and drought tolerant plant species 
would be provided to attenuate soil loading. 

 
$ Vegetated swales and drainage channels would be provided for natural filtration of 

pollutants. 
 

$ Use of fertilizers and pesticides for site landscaping would be kept to a minimum and would 
be considered a “last resort” after pruning, selective replacement, and strict water control. 

 
$ Site waste receptacles would be emptied at least weekly and when containers are full.  Site 

litter would be strictly controlled and trash containers would be provided through the project 
area. 

 
$ An active inspection program and prohibition against vehicular maintenance in the housing 

area would reduce urban runoff potential for oil or other automotive fluids. 
 

$ Upon finalization of a site plan, a detailed hydrological study would be prepared to 
determine maximum storm flows.  A storm drainage system would be designed to handle 
maximum flows and incorporated into the final site plan. 

 
Mitigation Measures 
 
No mitigation measures would be required since no significant impacts were identified.  The 
construction, design, and operational measures would be implemented as outlined above. 
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Site 8B – SR 52 Interchange (Alternative Access) 
 
Impacts 
 
Impacts would be the same as for Site 8A.  Construction, design, and operational measures would be 
implemented as part of the Proposed Action. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
No mitigation would be required. 
 
4.9.2 Site 2 
 
Impacts 
 
Surface Water and Groundwater 
 
Implementation of this alternative would result in similar impacts as those identified for Site 8 and 
the same construction, design, and operational measures would be incorporated.   
 
Floodplains 
 
Implementation of this alternative would result in similar impacts as those identified for Site 8 and 
the same construction, design, and operational measures would be incorporated.  No construction 
would occur within any 100-year floodplain. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
No mitigation measures would be required since the construction, design, and operational measures 
discussed under Site 8A would avoid significant impacts. 
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4.9.3 Site 3 
 
Impacts 
 
Surface Water, Groundwater, and Floodplains 
 
Implementation of this alternative would result in similar impacts as those identified for Site 8 and 
the same construction, design, and operational measures would be incorporated.   
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
No mitigation measures would be required since the construction, design, and operational measures 
discussed under Site 8A would avoid significant impacts. 
 
4.9.4 No Action Alternative 
 
Impacts 
 
The hydrologic features of the proposed MFH sites would continue in their existing pattern. No 
significant impacts to water resources would occur with the No Action Alternative.   
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
Implementation of the No Action Alternative would not result in any impacts to water resources and 
no mitigation would be required. 
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4.10 HAZARDOUS WASTES, SUBSTANCES, AND MATERIALS 
 
4.10.1 Site 8 
 
Site 8A – Santo Road Access (Preferred Alternative) 
 
Impacts 
 
No hazardous materials have been used within the Preferred Alternative site footprint and no 
hazardous waste is known to affect the site.  The use of hazardous materials during construction of 
the MFH would be limited and would be managed in strict accordance with all applicable 
regulations.  Therefore, no hazardous wastes, substances, or materials impacts would result from 
implementation of the Preferred Alternative.  Refer to Section 4.14.1 for a discussion on munitions-
related issues. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
No hazardous wastes, substances, or materials impacts would result from implementation of the 
Preferred Alternative and no mitigation would be required. 
 
Site 8B – SR 52 Interchange (Alternative Access) 
 
Impacts 
 
Impacts would be the same as the Preferred Alternative; however, if the new interchange was 
included as part of the project, then it is likely that a Phase I Site Assessment would be required as 
part of project coordination with Caltrans and FHWA since the siting and construction of a new 
interchange on I-15 would require that the environmental documentation be prepared in accordance 
with Caltrans guidelines. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
No hazardous wastes, substances, or materials impacts would result from implementation of the 
Preferred Alternative and no mitigation would be required. 
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4.10.2 Site 2 
 
Impacts 
 
No hazardous materials have been used within the Site 2 footprint and no hazardous waste is known 
to affect the site.  The use of hazardous materials during construction of the MFH would be limited 
and would be managed in strict accordance with all applicable regulations.  Therefore, no hazardous 
wastes, substances, or materials impacts would result from implementation of the Site 2 Alternative.  
Refer to Section 4.14.2 for a discussion on munitions-related issues. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
No hazardous wastes, substances, or  materials impacts would result from implementation of the 
Site 2 Alternative and no mitigation would be required. 
 
4.10.3 Site 3 
 
Impacts 
 
No hazardous materials have been used within the Site 3 footprint and no hazardous waste is known 
to affect the site.  The use of hazardous materials during construction of the MFH would be limited 
and would be managed in strict accordance with all applicable regulations.  Therefore, no hazardous 
wastes, substances, or materials impacts would result from implementation of the Site 3 Alternative.  
Refer to Section 4.14.3 for A discussion on munitions-related issues. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
No hazardous wastes, substances, or materials impacts would result from implementation of the 
Site 3 Alternative and no mitigation would be required. 
 
4.10.4 No Action 
 
Impacts 
 
Under the No Action Alternative the proposed MFH would not be developed and no impacts from 
hazardous wastes, substances, or materials would occur.  
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Mitigation Measures 
 
Implementation of the No Action Alternative would not result in any impacts from hazardous 
wastes, substances, or materials.  No mitigation would be required. 
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4.11 TRAFFIC/CIRCULATION  
 
This section addresses the potential traffic/circulation impacts on study area roadway segments and 
intersections associated with implementation of each of the project alternatives. The methodology 
for forecasting future traffic condition is described below.  Project trip generation is detailed, as is 
trip distribution and assignments.  The methodology for establishing existing conditions and for 
determining study area roadway segments and intersections is described in Section 3.11.   
 
In order to determine future impacts to traffic circulation impacts associated with each of the project 
alternatives, conditions in two future years were analyzed.  The near-term future year represents the 
year in which the project would be completed (year 2003 or 2004, depending upon the alternative).  
Traffic conditions in Year 2020 were also analyzed because 2020 is the year of assumed build out of 
the study area communities (SANDAG).  The level of impact was assessed by comparing the future 
traffic conditions (Year 2003/2004 and Year 2020) with the project against future traffic conditions 
without the project.  The technical traffic reports, Traffic Impact Analysis/Freeway Impact Analysis, 
attached as Appendix C to this EIR, is the basis of information for the Traffic/Circulation section. 
 
4.11.1 Travel Forecasting Methodology 
 
Project Trip Generation 
 
Trip generation estimates for the MFH sites were derived from San Diego Traffic Generators 
(SANDAG 1998).  Military housing generates an average of six trips per dwelling unit.  
 
Since all proposed military housing sites are intended for military personnel and their families, the 
traffic analysis has assumed that military personnel living at any of the proposed sites would work at 
one of several military installations across San Diego County.  In theory, the proposed housing 
projects would not introduce “new” work trips into the San Diego region.  The proposed housing 
projects would mainly serve to relocate military personnel who are currently residing in the San 
Diego region closer to their place of work.  The proposed housing projects may in fact serve to lower 
the overall amount of travel in the region.  Conservative approaches to trip generation, distribution, 
and assignment were utilized, however, and each proposed housing project was treated as if the 
military residents were adding new trips to the region. 
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It was also assumed that non-residential uses at the proposed housing sites would only be accessible 
to on-site residents and not the larger community.  As a result, the non-residential uses would not 
attract trips from outside the housing site, and therefore, trip generation was not conducted for non-
residential uses at the proposed housing sites.  
 
Table 4.11-1 displays daily trip generation for each of the MFH sites. As shown, Site 8 would 
generate an estimated 9,600 daily trips.  Site 2 would generate approximately 6,000 daily trips.  Site 
3 would generate approximately 7,476 daily trips. 
 
 
 Table 4.11-1.  Military Housing Sites Project Trip Generation 
  

Site 
 

Land Use 
 

Units 
 
Trip Rate 

 
Daily Trips 

 
Site 8 

 
Residential 

 
1,600 units 

 
6 trips/du 

 
9,600  

Site 2 
 

Residential 
 

1,000 units 
 

6 trips/du 
 

6,000  
Site 3 

 
Residential 

 
1,246 units 

 
6 trips/du 

 
7,476 

 
 
Project Trip Distributions and Assignments 
 
Project trips were distributed to the adjacent roadway network based upon assumed origin-
destination patterns and military personnel work locations.  Trip distributions were developed for 
both the military work trip and the non-work trip associated with military family members.  Several 
important assumptions were utilized to develop traffic distributions for all MFH sites: 
 
$ It was assumed that total daily military household trips work trips would be composed of 40 

percent work trips and 60 percent of non-work trips.   
 
$ Information regarding work locations of military families was collected at existing military 

housing sites considered to be comparable to the proposed alternative project sites.  
 
•  Travel behavior of military residents at Murphy Canyon and Pomerado Terraces were assumed 

to be reflective of travel behavior of residents at the three proposed MFH sites on East Miramar.  
An average of 15 percent of the residents living at Murphy Canyon and Pomerado Terraces work 
at MCAS Miramar.  It was therefore assumed that a similar percent of the work trips generated 
by Sites 8, 2, and 3 would be destined for MCAS Miramar.  The remaining military personnel 
were assumed to be destined for other miliary bases south of MCAS Miramar.   
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$ For the non-work trip (including school, shopping, medical and entertainment), it was assumed 

that about 25 percent would be destined to the nearest military base, with the remaining 75 
percent destined for opportunities available at off-base locations within the nearby communities. 

 
The assumed work and non-work trip distributions and assignment patterns associated with each of 
the alternative housing sites are displayed in Appendix C, Traffic Impact Analysis and Freeway 
Impact Analysis. 
 
Determination of Impacts 
 
The City of San Diego Traffic Impact Manual outlines impact measures that determine level of 
traffic impacts. These threshold measures are generally based upon an acceptable increase in 
volume/capacity (V/C) ratio for the roadway segments and increase in seconds of vehicle delay for 
signalized intersections due to the addition of project trips.  Table 4.11-2 summarizes these criteria. 
 
 Table 4.11-2.  City of San Diego Transportation Impact Measure 
  

Allowable Increase Due to Project Impacts (1) 
 

Level of Service 
with Project 

 
Roadway Segment 
Volume/Capacity 

 
Intersection 

Delay (Seconds) 
 

A 
 

0.10 
 

N/A 
 

B 
 

0.06 
 

6 
 

C 
 

0.04 
 

4 
 

D 
 

0.02 
 

2 
 

E 
 

0.02 
 

2 
 

F 
 

0.02 
 

2 
 
(1) If a proposed project’s traffic impacts exceed the values shown in the 

table, the impacts are deemed “significant.”  
 
 
Project Traffic Conditions 
 
Two future development scenarios were analyzed in the traffic analysis: Year 2003/2004 conditions 
and Year 2020 conditions. These conditions were analyzed with and without project traffic in order 
to determine potential traffic impacts associated directly to the project alternatives. 
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Year 2003/2004 Conditions 
 
Year 2003/2004 conditions is defined as the projected  traffic conditions at the completion of project 
development; however, project trips are not included as stated above.  Since scheduled buildout is 
different for each site, estimated project completion time frames vary between sites.  The completion 
dates for the proposed housing sites are as follows: Site 8A - Year 2004, Site 8B - Year 2004, Site 2 
- Year 2003, and Site 3 - Year 2003. 
 
Year 2003/2004 ADT volumes for the respective project study areas were developed by applying a 
growth factor of 1.6 percent per year that was developed in conjunction with City of San Diego 
planning staff.  This growth factor was applied and then traffic generated by identified cumulative 
projects within the study area was added.  A growth factor of 0.6 percent per year was utilized for 
Pomerado Road because of the limited roadway capacity and the likelihood that motorists will seek 
alternative routes under future conditions. 
 
The Year 2003/2004 roadway network and intersection geometrics were assumed to be identical to 
the existing roadway network for all sites.  Year 2003/2004 conditions without the project are used 
as a base for comparison with Year 2003/2004 conditions if the project were implemented. 
 
Year 2020 Conditions 
 
Traffic conditions were projected for Year 2020 for each of the alternative military housing sites.  
Year 2020 conditions include projected development in the vicinity of the project. Projected traffic 
volumes were obtained from SANDAG’s Series 9 “Smart Growth” Transportation Model.  City of 
San Diego land use assumptions based on buildout of the San Diego General Plan Land Use Element 
were assumed for the study area communities.  The modeling effort was initially undertaken to 
examine traffic impacts associated with the Rancho Encantada development project.  Street network 
assumptions reflect buildout of the City of San Diego Circulation Element.  The study area roadway 
cross sections and intersection geometrics are the same under buildout conditions as under existing 
conditions, since the transportation network in these areas have been built to their General Plan 
classifications. 
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Intersection turning movements for the future Year 2020 conditions were developed by applying a 
growth factor to existing turning movements.  Growth factors were determined by calculating the 
percent change between existing ADTs at each intersection approach and future ADTs from the 
SANDAG model. 
 
Year 2020 conditions without the project are used as a base for comparison with Year 2020 
conditions if the project were implemented. 
 
4.11.2 Site 8 
 
Site 8A - Santo Road Access (Preferred Alternative) 
 
Table 4.11-1 displays daily trip generation for Site 8A.  As shown, Site 8A would generate an 
estimated 9,600 daily trips.  Site 8A would utilize the existing Santo Road/SR 52 interchange to 
provide access. 
 
Impacts 
 
Year 2004 Conditions 
 
Scheduled buildout for Site 8A is 2004.  Table 4.11-3 shows roadway segment LOS results for Site 
8A Year 2004 conditions.  Four roadway segments would operate at unacceptable LOS under Year 
2004 conditions: 
 
•  Miramar Way - I-15 northbound ramps to the Kearny Villa Road northbound ramps  
•  Miramar Road - I-15 northbound ramps to Kearny Villa Road 
$ Miramar Road - Kearny Villa Road to Mitscher Way 
$ Miramar Road - Mitscher Way to Miramar Way   
 
Table 4.11-4 summarizes the Year 2004 conditions on study area freeway segments. As illustrated in 
the table, the following Site 8A freeway segments would operate at unacceptable LOS: 
 
•  I-15 - Miramar Road to Miramar Way 
•  I-15 - Miramar Way to SR 163 
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Table 4.11-3.  Site 8A and Site 8B – Roadway Segment LOS Analysis 
 

Year 2004 
Conditions 

Year 2004 Conditions with  
Project Traffic 

Year 2020  
Conditions 

Year 2020 Conditions with  
Project Traffic 

Segment ADT LOS ADT LOS 
Significant 

Impact ADT LOS ADT LOS 
Significant  

Impact 
Santo Road 
SR 52 WB Ramps to Portobello Drive 18,300 B 20,600 B No 20,800 C 23,100 C No 
Portobello Drive to Clairemont Mesa Blvd. 14,800 A 17,100 B No 19,500 B 21,800 C Yes 
Clairemont Mesa Blvd. to Tierrasanta Blvd.  11,800 A 13,500 A No 19,200 B 20,900 B No 
Portobello Drive 
Santo Road to Villarica Way 6,600 C 6,600 C No 6,500 C 6,500 C No 
Clairemont Mesa Blvd. 
I-15 NB Ramps to Santo Road 18,300 B 18,600 B No 24,800 C 25,100 C No 
Santo Road to La Cuenta Drive 10,600 A 10,900 A No 14,200 A 14,500 A No 
Tierrasanta Blvd. 
I-15 NB Ramps to Santo Road 24,100 B 24,300 B No 39,900 C 40,200 D No 
Santo Road to La Cuenta Drive 23,000 B 23,300 B No 48,700 E 49,000 E No 
Kearny Villa Road 
Miramar Road to Miramar Way 31,500 D 31,500 D No 36,100 E 36,100 E No 
Miramar Way to SR 163 SB Ramps 30,000 D 30,000 D No 35,500 E 33,500 E No 
SR 163 SB Ramps to Ruffin Road 13,200 A 13,200 A No 15,800 B 15,800 B No 
Miramar Way 
I-15 NB Ramps to Kearny Villa Road 14,800 F 16,800 F Yes 20,700 F 22,700 F No 
Kearny Villa Road to MCAS Miramar East Gate 15,900 B 17,900 B No 20,500 B 22,500 C No 
Miramar Road 
I-15 to Kearny Villa Road 70,600 F 70,900 F No 72,500 F 72,800 F No 
Kearny Villa Road to Mitscher Way 69,500 F 69,800 F No 76,400 F 76,700 F No 
Mitscher Way to Miramar Way 61,900 F 62,100 F No 55,100 E 55,300 E No 
Mitscher Way 
Miramar Road to Miramar Way 15,400 C 15,400 C No 18,500 C 18,500 C No 
Source: SANDAG, 1994-1998 ADTs. 
Note: Bold letter indicates substandard LOS E or LOS F. 



4.11  Traffic/Circulation  
 

 

  
MFH Project EIS  Page 4.11-7 
8K050/CHAPTER 04.11   6/20/03 

Table 4.11-4.  Site 8A and Site 8B – Freeway Segment Peak Hour LOS 
 

 
Freeway Segment 

 
Site 

 
Existing 

 
Year 2004 
Conditions 

 
Year 2004 
Conditions 

with Project 
Traffic 

 
Year 2020  
Conditions 

 
Year 2020  
Conditions 

with Project 
Traffic 

 
I-15  
Miramar Road to Miramar Way 

 
8A, 8B 

 
F 

 
F 

 
F 

 
F 

 
F  

Miramar Way to SR 163 
 
8A, 8B 

 
F 

 
F 

 
F 

 
F 

 
F  

SR 163 to SR 52 
 
8A, 8B 

 
C 

 
D 

 
D 

 
F 

 
F  

SR 52  
I-15 to Santo Road interchange 

 
8A, 8B 

 
D 

 
D 

 
E 

 
F 

 
F  

Santo Road interchange to  
Site 8B interchange 

 
8B 

 
C 

 
C 

 
D 

 
F 

 
F  

Note: Bold letter indicates unacceptable LOS F. 
 
 
Table 4.11-5 displays Site 8A AM and PM peak hour intersection LOS under Year 2004 conditions.  
Five intersections would fail under Year 2004 conditions: 
 
•  Miramar Road/Kearny Villa Road (AM and PM peak hours) 
•  Miramar Road/Mitscher Way (AM and PM peak hour) 
•  Kearny Villa Road southbound ramps/Miramar Way (PM peak hour) 
•  Kearny Villa Road northbound ramps/Miramar Way (AM peak hour) 
•  I-15 southbound ramps/Miramar Way (AM peak hour) 
 
Year 2004 Conditions with Project Traffic 
 
This section presents analysis of Year 2004 conditions with the proposed MFH.  Year 2004 
conditions with project traffic volumes were developed by adding project trips to the Year 2004  
cumulative volume for each of the alternative housing sites.  This section also identifies roadway and 
intersection LOS deficiencies, and highlights significant project impacts as defined by the City of 
San Diego’s criteria.  
 
Figure 4.11-1 illustrates projected Year 2004 LOS deficiencies and project impacts for Site 8A. 
Table 4.11-3 displays Year 2004 conditions with project traffic LOS results for Site 8A roadway 
segments.  
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Table 4.11-5.  Site 8A Peak Intersection LOS Analysis 
 

 
Year 2004 
Conditions 

 
Year 2004 Conditions with 

Project Traffic 

 
Year 2020 
Conditions 

 
Year 2020 Conditions with 

Project Traffic 

 
Intersection 

 
AM Peak 

Hour 

 
PM Peak 

Hour 

 
AM Peak 

Hour 

 
PM Peak 

Hour 

 
Project 
Impact 

 
AM Peak 

Hour 

 
PM Peak 

Hour 

 
AM Peak 

Hour 

 
PM Peak 

Hour 

 
Project 
Impact 

 
Pomerado Road/I-15 NB Off Ramp 

 
B 

 
B 

 
B 

 
B 

 
No 

 
B 

 
B 

 
B 

 
B 

 
No 

 
Miramar Road/I-15 SB Off Ramp 

 
C 

 
B 

 
C 

 
C 

 
No 

 
C 

 
B 

 
C 

 
B 

 
No 

 
Miramar Road/Kearny Villa Road 

 
F 

 
E 

 
F 

 
E 

 
No 

 
F 

 
F 

 
F 

 
F 

 
No 

 
Miramar Road/Mitscher Way 

 
E 

 
F 

 
E 

 
F 

 
No 

 
E 

 
F 

 
E 

 
F 

 
No 

 
Kearny Villa Road SB Ramps/ Miramar Way (1) 

 
D 

 
E 

 
E 

 
F 

 
Yes 

 
F 

 
F 

 
A 

 
A 

 
No 

 
Kearny Villa Road NB Ramps/Miramar Way (1) 

 
E 

 
D 

 
E 

 
E 

 
Yes 

 
F 

 
F 

 
D 

 
E 

 
No 

 
I-15 SB Ramps/Miramar Way (1)  

 
F 

 
C 

 
F 

 
D 

 
Yes 

 
F 

 
E 

 
A 

 
D 

 
No 

 
Santo Road/SR 52 WB Ramps 

 
N/A 

 
N/A 

 
E 

 
C 

 
Yes 

 
N/A 

 
N/A 

 
F 

 
C 

 
Yes 

 
Santo Road/SR 52 EB Ramps (1) 

 
B 

 
D 

 
F 

 
F 

 
Yes 

 
B 

 
F 

 
F 

 
F 

 
Yes 

 
Santo Road/Portobello Drive 

 
C 

 
C 

 
C 

 
C 

 
No 

 
C 

 
C 

 
C 

 
C 

 
No 

 
Santo Road/Clairemont Mesa Drive 

 
D 

 
D 

 
D 

 
D 

 
No 

 
C 

 
C 

 
D 

 
D 

 
No 

 
Santo Road/Tierrasanta Blvd. 

 
D 

 
C 

 
D 

 
C 

 
No 

 
F 

 
E 

 
F 

 
F 

 
Yes 

 
(1) Two-way stop controlled intersection. Delay represents the worst stopping approach only. 
Note: Bold letter indicates substandard LOS E or LOS F. 
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Review of project-related impacts and significance criteria shows that Site 8A would significantly 
impact the following roadway segments under the Year 2004 conditions. 
 
•  Miramar Way - I-15 northbound ramps to Kearny Villa Road northbound ramps 
 
As shown on Table 4.11-5, the Site 8A project traffic would cause significant impacts to five of the 
study area intersections. 
 
•  Kearny Villa Road southbound ramps/Miramar Way – 19.2 second delay increase 
•  Kearny Villa Road northbound ramps/Miramar Way – 9.8 second delay increase 
•  I-15 southbound ramps/Miramar Way – 14.2 second delay increase 
$ Santo Road/SR 52 westbound ramps – 43.2 second delay increase 
•  Santo Road/SR 52 eastbound ramps – 15.4 second delay 
 
Year 2020 Conditions 
 
Table 4.11-3 displays LOS analysis results for Site 8A study area roadways under Year 2020 
conditions.  Seven Site 8A study area roadway segments would operate at substandard LOS under 
Year 2020 conditions: 
 
•  Tierrasanta Boulevard - Santo Road to La Cuenta Drive  
•  Kearny Villa Road - Miramar Road to Miramar Way 
$ Kearny Villa Road - Miramar Way to the SR 163 southbound ramps 
$ Miramar Way - I-15 northbound ramps to Kearny Villa Road northbound ramps 
•  Miramar Road - I-15 to Kearny Villa Road 
$ Miramar Road - Kearny Villa Road to Mitscher Way 
$ Miramar Road - Mitscher Way to Miramar Way 
 
Table 4.11-4  summarizes the Year 2020 conditions for freeway segments. For Site 8A, all four 
study area freeway segments would operate at LOS F: 
 
•  I-15 - Miramar Road to Miramar Way 
•  I-15 - Miramar Way to SR 163 
•  I-15 - SR 163 to SR 52 
•  SR 52 - I-15 to Santo Road intersection 
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Table 4.11-5 shows AM and PM peak hour LOS at Site 8A study area intersections.  As shown, 
seven intersections would operate at unacceptable LOS E or LOS F under Year 2020 conditions: 
 
•  Miramar Road/Kearny Villa Road  (AM and PM peak hours) 
•  Miramar Road/Mitscher Way/Clayton Drive (AM and PM peak hours) 
•  Kearny Villa Road northbound ramps/Miramar Way  (PM peak hour) 
$ Santo Road/SR 52 eastbound ramps (AM and PM peak hours) 
$ Santo Road/SR 52 westbound ramps (AM peak hour) 
•  Santo Road/Tierrasanta Boulevard  (AM and PM peak hours) 
 
Year 2020 Conditions with Project Traffic 
 
Figure 4.11-2 illustrates projected Year 2020 LOS deficiencies and project impacts for Site 8A. 
Table 4.11-3 displays roadway segments for Site 8A under Year 2020 conditions with project traffic.  
Based upon City of San Diego significance criteria, Site 8A would have significant Year 2020 
project-related impacts on the following roadway segment. 
 
•  Santo Road - Portobello Drive to Clairemont Mesa Boulevard 
 
As shown on Figure 4.11-2, Site 8A would result in project-related impacts at the following 
intersections: 
 
$ Santo Road/SR 52 westbound ramps – 8.7 second delay increase 
$ Santo Road/ SR 52 eastbound ramps – 522.2 second delay increase 
•  Santo Road/Tierrasanta Boulevard – 6.7 second delay 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
This section presents roadway and intersection improvement requirements that would be necessary 
to mitigate significant traffic impacts caused by the military housing project trips.  Mitigation 
requirements for both Year 2004 and Year 2020 scenarios for each site are discussed separately in 
the following sections.  As previously mentioned, mitigation identified for the Year 2004 with 
project scenario were carried forward into the Year 2020 conditions with project traffic analysis.  
Year 2020 mitigation, therefore, are those that would be required in addition to those implemented 
under the Year 2004 conditions with project traffic scenarios. 
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Year 2004 Roadway Requirements 
 
Miramar Way - I-15 Northbound Ramps to Kearny Villa Road.  An additional westbound through 
lane would be provided by re-striping the existing two lane section of Miramar Way, between the I-
15 northbound ramps and the Kearny Villa northbound ramps, to a three-lane section providing two 
westbound lanes and one eastbound lane.  The current width of the overpass, 40 feet, provides 
adequate width for this re-striping. 
 
Year 2004 Intersection Requirements 
 
Kearny Villa Road Southbound Ramps/Miramar Way.  Provide a fair-share contribution for the 
construction of a traffic signal at this intersection.  Signalization would mitigate the Site 8A project-
related impacts at this intersection.  With signalization, this intersection would operate at LOS A 
under Year 2004 conditions with project traffic, and project-related impacts would be reduced to a 
level below significance. 
 
Kearny Villa Road Northbound Ramps/Miramar Way.  Provide a fair-share contribution for the 
construction of exclusive left-turn and right-turn lanes would be recommended at the Miramar Way 
westbound intersection approach.  With the additional turn-lanes, this intersection would operate at 
an acceptable LOS C during the AM peak hour and LOS D during the PM peak hour, and project-
related impacts would be reduced to a level below significance. This improvement would require 
widening the Miramar Way westbound intersection approach. 
 
I-15 Southbound Ramps/Miramar Way.  Provide a fair-share contribution for the construction of a 
traffic signal at this intersection (meets Caltrans Warrant #2, “Interruption of Continuous Traffic”).  
A second through-lane at the Miramar Way westbound approach would also be recommended, 
which is consistent with the roadway restriping necessary on the Miramar Way overpass. 
 
Santo Road/SR 52 Eastbound Ramps.  Provide a fair-share contribution for the construction of a 
traffic signal at this intersection.  With this improvement the intersection would operate at LOS A 
during the AM peak hour and LOS B during the PM peak hour.  
 
Santo Road/SR 52 Westbound Ramps.  Provide a fair-share contribution for the construction of a 
traffic signal at this intersection.  Providing a fair-share contribution for the construction of exclusive 
left-turn and right-turn lanes would also be recommended at the southbound and northbound Santo 
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Road approaches, respectively. With these improvements, this intersection would operate at 
acceptable LOS D during the AM peak hour and LOS B during the PM peak hour, project-related 
impacts would be reduced to a level of insignificance. 
 
Table 4.11-6 displays AM and PM peak hour intersection LOS at the significantly impacted Site 8A 
intersections.  LOS and vehicle delays are shown for the before-mitigation and after-mitigation 
scenarios.  As shown, all project-related intersection impacts would be reduced to a level of 
insignificance.   
 
 

Table 4.11-6.  Site 8A Mitigated Intersection Performance 
Year 2004 Conditions with Project Traffic 

  
Before Mitigation 
LOS/Delay (sec) 

 
After Mitigation 
LOS/Delay (sec)  

Intersection 
 

AM Peak Hour 
 

PM Peak Hour 
 

AM Peak Hour 
 

PM Peak Hour 
 
Kearny Villa Road SB Ramps/Miramar Way 

 
E / 38.1 

 
F / 65.4 

 
A / 0.8 

 
A / 1.1 

 
Kearny Villa Road NB Ramps/Miramar Way  

 
E / 47.9 

 
E / 38.5 

 
C / 23.6 

 
D / 29.1 

 
I-15 SB Ramps/Miramar Way 

 
F / 71.5 

 
D / 27.7 

 
A / 2.8 

 
A / 4.5 

 
Santo Road/SR 52 WB Ramps 

 
E / 43.2 

 
C / 11.9 

 
D / 53.9 

 
B / 13.5 

 
Santo Road/SR 52 EB Ramps 

 
F / 334.6 

 
F / 402.8 

 
A / 9.9 

 
B / 20.0 

 
Note: Bold letter indicates unacceptable LOS E or LOS F. 

 
 
Year 2020 Roadway Requirements 
 
Santo Road - Portobello Drive to Clairemont Mesa Boulevard.  This four-lane segment would 
require widening to six lanes to mitigate Site 8A project-related impacts adjacent if intersections 
were not operating at an acceptable LOS under Year 2020 conditions.  Since adjacent intersections 
are projected to operate at acceptable LOS under Year 2020 conditions with project traffic, roadway 
widening of this section would not be required to mitigate project impacts. 
 
Year 2020 Intersection Requirements 
 
Santo Road/SR 52 Westbound Ramp.  Providing a fair-share contribution for the construction of an 
additional left-turn pocket would be recommended at the Santo Road northbound approach under 
Year 2020 conditions.  This mitigation may require widening the SR 52 westbound on-ramp. 
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Santo Road/SR 52 Eastbound Ramp.  Provide a fair-share contribution for the construction of an 
additional eastbound off-ramp.  The shared left-through-right lane would require restriping to a left-
through lane configuration. 
 
Santo Road/Tierrasanta Boulevard.  Provide a fair-share contribution for the construction of an 
exclusive right-turn lane at the Tierrasanta Boulevard westbound intersection approach, as well as a 
third through-lane at the Tierrasanta Boulevard eastbound intersection approach. These 
improvements would require widening Tierrasanta Boulevard. 
 
Table 4.11-7 displays AM and PM peak hour LOS at significantly the impacted intersections under 
Year 2020 conditions with project traffic.  With improvements, project-related impacts to these 
significantly impacted intersections would be reduced to insignificance.  The intersection of Santo 
Road/Tierrasanta Boulevard would operate at unacceptable LOS under Year 2020 conditions.  
 
 

Table 4.11-7.  Site 8A Mitigated Intersection Performance 
Year 2020 Conditions with Project Traffic 

  
Before Mitigation 
LOS/Delay (sec) 

 
After Mitigation 
LOS/Delay (sec)  

Intersection 
 

AM Peak Hour 
 

PM Peak Hour 
 

AM Peak Hour 
 

PM Peak Hour 
 
Santo Road/SR 52 WB Ramps 

 
F / 190.0 

 
F / 304.3 

 
B / 16.5 

 
B / 13.3 

 
Santo Road/SR 52 EB Ramps 

 
F / 535.7 

 
F / 502.5 

 
 A / 8.6 

 
B / 16.8 

 
Santo Road/Tierrasanta Blvd. 

 
F / 123.9 

 
F / 80.5 

 
F / 104.2 

 
E / 55.8 

 
Note: Bold letter indicates unacceptable LOS E or LOS F. 

 
 
All Site 8A project-related roadway and intersection impacts would be mitigated under Year 2020 
conditions.  LOS calculation worksheets for the Site 8A Year 2020 conditions with  project traffic 
mitigated intersections are included in Appendix C. 
 
Site 8B - SR 52 Intersection (Alternative Access) 
 
Table 4.11-1 displays daily trip generation for Site 8B.  As shown, Site 8B would generate an 
estimated 9,600 daily trips.  Site 8B would include construction of a new interchange with SR 52 
which would provide access to the project site. 
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Impacts 
 
Year 2004 Conditions 
 
Scheduled buildout for Site 8B is 2004.  Table 4.11-3 shows roadway segment LOS results for Site 
8B Year 2004 conditions.  Four roadway segments would operate at unacceptable LOS under Year 
2004 conditions: 
 
•  Miramar Way - I-15 northbound ramps to the Kearny Villa Road northbound ramps  
•  Miramar Road - I-15 northbound ramps to Kearny Villa Road 
$ Miramar Road - Kearny Villa Road to Mitscher Way 
$ Miramar Road - Mitscher Way to Miramar Way   
 
Table 4.11-4 summarizes the freeway segment Year 2004 conditions. For Site 8B, two study area 
freeway segments would operate at an unacceptable LOS: 
 
•  I-15 - Miramar Road to Miramar Way 
•  I-15 - Miramar Way to SR 163 
 
Table 4.11-8 displays Site 8B intersection LOS results.  Five study area intersections would operate 
at unacceptable LOS E or LOS F, as listed below:  
 
•  Miramar Road/Kearny Villa Road (PM peak hours) 
•  Miramar Road/Mitscher Way (AM peak hours) 
•  Kearny Villa Road southbound ramps/Miramar Way (AM and PM peak hours) 
•  Kearny Villa Road northbound ramps/Miramar Way (AM and PM peak hours) 
•  I-15 southbound ramps/Miramar Way (AM peak hour) 
 
Year 2004 Conditions with Project Traffic 
 
Figure 4.11-3 illustrates projected Year 2004 significant project impacts for Site 8B.  
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Table 4.11-8.  Site 8B Peak Intersection LOS Analysis 
 

 
Year 2004 
Conditions 

 
Year 2004 Conditions with 

Project Traffic 

 
Year 2020 
Conditions 

 
Year 2020 Conditions with 

Project Traffic 

 
Intersection 

 
AM Peak 

Hour 

 
PM Peak 

Hour 

 
AM Peak 

Hour 

 
PM Peak 

Hour 

 
Project 
Impact 

 
AM Peak 

Hour 

 
PM Peak 

Hour 

 
AM Peak 

Hour 

 
PM Peak 

Hour 

 
Project 
Impact 

 
Pomerado Road/I-15 NB Off Ramp 

 
B 

 
B 

 
B 

 
B 

 
No 

 
B 

 
B 

 
B 

 
B 

 
No 

 
Miramar Road/I-15 SB Off Ramp 

 
C 

 
B 

 
C 

 
C 

 
No 

 
C 

 
B 

 
C 

 
B 

 
No 

 
Miramar Road/Kearny Villa Road 

 
F 

 
E 

 
F 

 
E 

 
No 

 
F 

 
F 

 
F 

 
F 

 
No 

 
Miramar Road/Mitscher Way 

 
E 

 
F 

 
E 

 
F 

 
No 

 
E 

 
F 

 
E 

 
F 

 
No 

 
Kearny Villa Road SB Ramps/ Miramar Way (1) 

 
D 

 
E 

 
E 

 
F 

 
Yes 

 
F 

 
F 

 
A 

 
A 

 
No2 

 
Kearny Villa Road NB Ramps/ Miramar Way (1) 

 
E 

 
D 

 
E 

 
E 

 
Yes 

 
F 

 
F 

 
D 

 
E 

 
No2 

 
I-15 SB Ramps/Miramar Way (1)  

 
F 

 
C 

 
F 

 
D 

 
Yes 

 
F 

 
E 

 
A 

 
D 

 
No2 

 
Santo Road/SR 52 EB Ramps (1) 

 
B 

 
D 

 
B 

 
E 

 
Yes 

 
B 

 
F 

 
B 

 
F 

 
No 

 
Santo Road/Portobello Drive 

 
C 

 
C 

 
C 

 
C 

 
No 

 
C 

 
C 

 
C 

 
C 

 
No 

 
Santo Road/Clairemont Mesa Drive 

 
D 

 
D 

 
D 

 
D 

 
No 

 
C 

 
C 

 
D 

 
D 

 
No 

 
Santo Road/Tierrasanta Blvd. 

 
D 

 
C 

 
D 

 
C 

 
No 

 
F 

 
E 

 
F 

 
F 

 
Yes 

 
Site 8 Access Road/SR 52 WB(1) 

 
B 

 
B 

 
A 

 
A 

 
No 

 
B 

 
B 

 
A 

 
A 

 
No 

 
(1) Two-way stop controlled intersection. Delay represents the worst stopping approach only. 
(2) Project impacts to intersection are mitigated under Near-Term with Project. 
Note: Bold letter indicates substandard LOS E or LOS F. 
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Review of project-related impacts and significance criteria shows that Site 8B would significantly 
impact the following roadway segment under the Year 2004 conditions. 
 
•  Miramar Way - I-15 northbound ramps to Kearny Villa Road northbound ramps 
 
Site 8B project traffic would cause significant impacts to four of these study area intersections.  The 
worst-case increase in vehicle delay is shown. 
 
•  Kearny Villa Road southbound ramps/Miramar Way Intersection - 19.2 second delay increase 
•  Kearny Villa Road northbound ramps/Miramar Way Intersection - 9.8 second delay increase 
•  I-15 southbound ramps/Miramar Way Intersection - 14.2 second delay increase 
•  Santo Road/SR 52 eastbound ramps - 15.5 second delay increase 
 
Year 2020 Conditions 
 
Table 4.11-3 displays LOS analysis results for Site 8A study area roadways under Year 2020 
conditions.  Seven Site 8B study area roadway segments would operate at substandard LOS under 
Year 2020 conditions: 
 
•  Tierrasanta Boulevard - Santo Road to La Cuenta Drive  
•  Kearny Villa Road - Miramar Road to Miramar Way 
•  Kearny Villa Road - Miramar Way to the SR 163 southbound ramps 
•  Miramar Way - I-15 northbound ramps to Kearny Villa Road 
•  Miramar Road - I-15 to Kearny Villa Road 
$ Miramar Road - Kearny Villa Road to Mitscher Way 
$ Miramar Road - Mitscher Way to Miramar Way 
 
Table 4.11-4  summarizes the freeway segment Year 2020 conditions.  For Site 8B, five study area 
freeway segments would operate at an unacceptable LOS: 
 
• I-15 - Miramar Road to Miramar Way 
• I-15 - Miramar Way to SR 163 
• I-15 - SR 163 to SR 52 
• SR 52 - I-15 to Santo Road Interchange 
• SR 52 - Santo Road Interchange to Site 8B interchange 
 



4.11  Traffic/Circulation  
 
 

  
Page 4.11-20 MFH Project EIS 
 8K050/CHAPTER 04.11   6/20/03 

Table 4.11-8 shows AM and PM peak hour LOS at Site 8B study area intersections.  As shown, 
seven intersections would operate at unacceptable LOS E or LOS F under Year 2020 conditions: 
 
•  Miramar Road/Kearny Villa Road  (AM and PM peak hours) 
•  Miramar Road/Mitscher Way (AM and PM peak hours) 
•  Kearny Villa Road southbound ramps/Miramar Way (AM and PM peak hours) 
•  Kearny Villa Road northbound ramps/Miramar Way  (AM and PM peak hours) 
•  I-15 southbound ramps/Miramar Way (AM and PM peak hours) 
$ Santo Road/SR 52 eastbound ramps (PM peak hour) 
•  Santo Road/Tierrasanta Boulevard  (AM and PM peak hours) 
 
Year 2020 Conditions with Project Traffic 
 
Figure 4.11-4 illustrates projected Year 2020 LOS deficiencies and project impacts for Site 8B.  
Based on City of San Diego significance criteria, Site 8B would have significant Year 2020 project-
related impacts on one roadway segment (Table 4.11-3): 
 
•  Santo Road - Portobello Drive to Clairemont Mesa Boulevard 
 
Site 8B would result in project-related impacts at the following intersection: 
 
•  Santo Road/Tierrasanta Boulevard – 6.7 second delay increase 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
Year 2004 Roadway Requirements 
 
Miramar Way - I-15 Northbound Ramps to Kearny Villa Road.  An additional westbound through 
lane would be provided by re-striping the existing two lane section of Miramar Way, between the 
I-15 northbound ramps and the Kearny Villa northbound ramps, to a three-lane section providing 
two westbound lanes and one eastbound lane.  The current width of the overpass, 40 feet, provides 
adequate width for this re-striping. 
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Year 2004 Intersection Requirements 
 
Kearny Villa Road Southbound Ramps/Miramar Way.  Provide a fair-share contribution for the 
construction of a traffic signal at this intersection.  Signalization would mitigate the Site 8B project-
related impacts at this intersection.  With signalization, this intersection would operate at LOS A 
under Year 2004 conditions with project traffic, and project-related impacts would be reduced to a 
level below of significance. 
 
Kearny Villa Road Northbound Ramps/Miramar Way.  Provide a fair-share contribution for the 
construction of exclusive left-turn and right-turn lanes would be recommended at the Miramar Way 
westbound intersection approach.  With the additional turn-lanes, this intersection would operate at 
an acceptable LOS C during the AM peak hour and LOS D during the PM peak hour, and project-
related impacts would be reduced to a level below of significance. This improvement would require 
widening the Miramar Way westbound intersection approach. 
 
I-15 Southbound Ramps/Miramar Way.  Provide a fair-share contribution for the construction of a 
traffic signal at this intersection (meets Caltrans Warrant #2, “Interruption of Continuous Traffic”).  
A second through-lane at the Miramar Way westbound approach would also be recommended, 
which is consistent with the roadway restriping necessary on the Miramar Way overpass. 
 
Santo Road/SR 52 Eastbound Ramps.  Provide a fair-share contribution for the construction of a 
traffic signal at this intersection would operate at LOS B during the AM peak hour and LOS C 
during the PM peak hour, project-related impacts would be reduced to a level of insignificance. 
 
Table 4.11-9 displays AM and PM peak hour LOS analysis results for the significantly impacted Site 
8B intersections.  As shown, all project-related intersection impacts would be reduced to a level of 
insignificance, and impacted intersections would operate at acceptable LOS. 
 
Site 8B project-related impacts to all study area roadways and intersections would be reduced to a 
level of insignificance under Year 2004 conditions with project traffic. LOS calculation worksheets 
for the Site 8B Year 2004 conditions with project mitigated intersections are included in 
Appendix C. 
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Table 4.11-9.  Site 8B Mitigated Intersection Performance 
Year 2004 with Project Conditions 

 
 

Before Mitigation 
LOS/Delay (sec) 

 
After Mitigation 
LOS/Delay (sec) 

 
Intersection 

 
AM Peak Hour 

 
PM Peak Hour 

 
AM Peak Hour 

 
PM Peak 

Hour 
 
Kearny Villa Road SB Ramps/Miramar Way 

 
E / 38.1 

 
F / 65.4 

 
A / 0.8 

 
A / 1.1 

 
Kearny Villa Road NB Ramps/ Miramar Way  

 
E / 47.9 

 
E / 38.5 

 
C / 23.6 

 
D / 29.1 

 
I-15 SB Ramps/Miramar Way 

 
F / 71.5 

 
D / 27.7 

 
A / 2.8 

 
A / 4.5 

 
Santo Road/SR 52 EB Ramps 

 
B / 12.2 

 
E / 43.7 

 
B / 11.4 

 
C / 21.6 

 
Note: Bold letter indicates unacceptable LOS E or LOS F. 

 
 
Year 2020 Roadway Requirements 
 
Santo Road - Portobello Drive to Clairemont Mesa Boulevard.  This four-lane segment would 
require widening to six lanes to mitigate Site 8B project-related impacts if adjacent intersections 
were operating at an acceptable LOS under Year 2020 conditions.  Since adjacent intersections are 
projected to operate at acceptable LOS under year 2020 conditions with project traffic, roadway 
widening of this section would not be required to mitigate project impacts. 
 
Year 2020 Intersection Requirements 
 
Santo Road/Tierrasanta Boulevard.  Provide a fair-share contribution for the construction of an 
exclusive right-turn lane at the Tierrasanta Boulevard westbound intersection approach, as well as a 
third through-lane at the Tierrasanta Boulevard eastbound intersection approach. These 
improvements would require widening Tierrasanta Boulevard. 
 
Table 4.11-10 displays AM and PM peak hour LOS at significantly the impacted intersections under 
Year 2020 conditions with project traffic.  With improvements, project-related impacts to the 
intersection of the Santo Road and Tierrasanta Boulevard would be reduced to insignificance, 
however, the intersection would not operate at acceptable LOS during the AM or PM peak hours. 
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Table 4.11-10.  Site 8B Mitigated Intersection Performance 
Year 2020 Conditions with Project Traffic 

 
 

Before Mitigation 
LOS/Delay (sec) 

 
After Mitigation 
LOS/Delay (sec)  

Intersection 
 

AM Peak Hour 
 

PM Peak Hour 
 

AM Peak Hour 
 

PM Peak Hour 
 
Santo Road/Tierrasanta Blvd. 

 
F / 123.9 

 
F / 80.5 

 
F / 104.2 

 
E / 55.8 

 
Note: Bold letter indicates unacceptable LOS E or LOS F. 

 
 
4.11.3 Site 2 
 
Table 4.11-1 displays daily trip generation for Site 2.  Site 2 would generate approximately 6,000 
daily trips. 
 
Impacts 
 
Year 2003 Conditions 
 
Scheduled buildout for Site 2 is 2003.  This section provides analysis of Year 2003 traffic conditions 
for Site 2 study area roadways and intersections.  Year 2003 conditions for Site 2 represent future 
traffic conditions in Year 2003 without project construction.  
 
Table 4.11-11 displays LOS on Site 2 roadways under Year 2003 conditions.   the following 
roadway segments would operated at an unacceptable LOS: 
 
•  Pomerado Road - Scripps Poway Parkway to Spring Canyon Road 
•  Pomerado Road - Spring Canyon Road to Semillon Boulevard 
•  Pomerado Road - Semillon Boulevard to Avenida Magnifica 
•  Pomerado Road - Avenida Magnifica to Scripps Ranch Boulevard 
•  Pomerado Road - Scripps Ranch Boulevard to Willow Creek Road 
•  Pomerado Road - Willow Creek Road to I-15 
•  Miramar Road - I-15 to Kearny Villa Road 
•  Miramar Road - Kearny Villa Road to Mitscher Way 
•  Miramar Road - Mitscher Way to Miramar Way 
•  Poway Road - Pomerado Road to Carriage Road 
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Table 4.11-11.  Site 2 Roadway Segment LOS Analysis 
 

Year 2003 
Conditions 

Year 2003 Conditions with  
Project Traffic 

Year 2020  
Conditions 

Year 2020 Conditions with  
Project Traffic 

Segment ADT LOS ADT LOS 
Significant 

Impact ADT LOS ADT LOS 
Significant 

Impact 
Pomerado Road 
Robinson Boulevard to Poway Road 25,000 C 25,200 C No 18,600 B 18,800 B No 
Poway Road to Metate Lane 20,000 C 20,500 C No 22,500 C 23,100 C No 
Metate Lane to Scripps Poway Pkwy 15,100 B 15,600 B No 19,200 B 19,700 B No 
Scripps Poway Pkwy to Spring Canyon Road 17,700 F 18,400 F Yes 16,200 F 16,900 F Yes 
Spring Canyon Road to Semillon Boulevard 15,700 F 20,800 F Yes 13,000 F 18,100 F Yes 
Semillon Boulevard to Avenida Magnifica  20,300 F 25,400 F Yes 20,000 F 25,100 F Yes 
Avenida Magnifica to Scripps Ranch Boulevard 22,400 F 27,500 F Yes 23,200 F 28,300 F Yes 
Scripps Ranch Boulevard to Willow Creek Road 24,100 F 29,100 F Yes 24,500 F 29,500 F Yes 
Willow Creek Road to I-15 33,600 F 38,500 F Yes 36,000 F 40,900 F Yes 
Miramar Road 
I-15 to Kearny Villa Road 70,600 F 72,400 F Yes 72,500 F 74,300 F Yes 
Kearny Villa Road to Mitscher Way 68,500 F 71,100 F Yes 76,400 F 78,000 F Yes 
Mitscher Way to Miramar Way 61,900 F 62,200 F No 55,100 E 55,400 E No 
Poway Road 
Poway City Limits to Pomerado Road 35,000 D 35,200 E No 36,200 E 36,400 E No 
Pomerado Road to Carriage Road 36,600 E 36,800 E No 37,000 E 37,200 E No 
Scripps Poway Pkwy 
Poway City Limits to Pomerado Road 31,600 C 31,700 C No 57,200 E 57,300 E No 
Pomerado Road to Kirkham Road  35,600 C 35,700 C No 53,700 D 53,800 D No 
Spring Canyon Road 
Semillon Boulevard to Pomerado Road  4,900 A 5,100 A No 7,100 A 7,300 A No 
Scripps Ranch Boulevard 
Aviary Drive to Pomerado Road 7,900 A 8,000 A No 3,900 A 4,000 A No 
Kearny Villa Road  
Black Mountain Road to Miramar Road 14,300 A 14,400 A No 23,500 C 23,700 C No 
Miramar Road to Miramar Way 31,000 D 31,000 D No 36,100 E 36,100 E No 
Source:  SANDAG, San Diego Region Average Weekday Traffic Volumes 1994-1998. 
Note: Bold letter indicates substandard LOS E or LOS F. 
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Table 4.11-12 summarizes the Year 2003 conditions on study area freeway segments. As illustrated 
in the table, the following Site 2 freeway segments would operate at unacceptable LOS: 
 
•  I-15 - Miramar Road to Miramar Way 
•  I-15 - Miramar Way to SR 163 
•  SR 163 - I-15 to SR 52 
 
 

Table 4.11-12.  Site 2 and Site 3 Freeway Segment Peak Hour LOS 
 

 
Freeway Segment 

 
Existing 

 
Year 2003  
Conditions 

 
Year 2003  
Conditions 

with Project 
Traffic 

 
Year 2020  
Conditions 

 
Year 2020 

Conditions with 
Project Traffic 

 
I-15  
Miramar Road to Miramar Way 

 
F 

 
F 

 
F 

 
F 

 
F  

Miramar Way to SR 163 
 

F 
 

F 
 

F 
 

F 
 

F  
SR 163 to SR 52 

 
C 

 
D 

 
D 

 
F 

 
F  

SR 163  
I-15 to SR 52 

 
F 

 
F 

 
F 

 
F 

 
F  

Note: Bold letter indicates unacceptable LOS F. 
 
 
Table 4.11-13 displays Site 2 AM and PM peak hour intersection LOS analysis results under Year 
2003 conditions.  Two intersections would operate at unacceptable LOS under Year 2003 conditions:  
 
•  Miramar Road/Kearny Villa Road (AM peak hour)  
•  Miramar Road/Mitscher Way (AM and PM peak hours) 
 
Year 2003 Conditions with Project Traffic 
 
Figure 4.11-5 illustrates the Year 2003 LOS deficiencies and project impacts associated with Site 2. 
Table 4.11-11 displays roadway segment LOS results for Year 2003 conditions with project traffic 
associated with Site 2.  There would be a significant impact to the following roadway segments 
under the Year 2003 conditions with project traffic: 
 
•  Pomerado Road - Scripps Poway Parkway to Spring Canyon Road 
•  Pomerado Road - Spring Canyon Road to Semillon Boulevard 
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Table 4.11-13.  Site 2 Peak Intersection LOS Analysis 
 

 
Year 2003 
Conditions 

 
Year 2003 Conditions 
with Project Traffic 

 
Year 2020 
Conditions 

 
Year 2020 Conditions 
with Project Traffic 

 
Intersection 

 
AM Peak 

Hour 

 
PM Peak 

Hour 

 
AM Peak 

Hour 

 
PM Peak 

Hour 

 
Significant 

Impact 

 
AM Peak 

Hour 

 
PM Peak 

Hour 

 
AM Peak 

Hour 

 
PM Peak 

Hour 

 
Significant 

Impact 
 
Pomerado Road/Poway Road 

 
C 

 
D 

 
C 

 
D 

 
No 

 
C 

 
D 

 
C 

 
D 

 
No 

 
Pomerado Road/Scripps Poway Pkwy 

 
C 

 
C 

 
C 

 
C 

 
No 

 
D 

 
E 

 
E 

 
F 

 
Yes 

 
Pomerado Road/Spring Canyon Road/ 
Cypress Canyon Dr. 

 
C 

 
C 

 
C 

 
C 

 
No 

 
C 

 
E 

 
D 

 
E 

 
No 

 
Pomerado Road/Scripps Ranch Boulevard 

 
D 

 
C 

 
E 

 
D 

 
Yes 

 
D 

 
C 

 
C 

 
B 

 
No 

 
Pomerado Road/I-15 NB Off Ramp 

 
B 

 
B 

 
B 

 
B 

 
No 

 
B 

 
B 

 
B 

 
B 

 
No 

 
Miramar Road/I-15 SB Off Ramp 

 
C 

 
B 

 
C 

 
B 

 
No 

 
C 

 
B 

 
D 

 
B 

 
No 

 
Miramar Road/Kearny Villa Road 

 
F 

 
D 

 
F 

 
E 

 
Yes 

 
F 

 
F 

 
F 

 
F 

 
No 

 
Miramar Road/Mitscher Way 

 
E 

 
F 

 
E 

 
F 

 
Yes 

 
E 

 
F 

 
D 

 
F 

 
No 

 
Note: Bold letter indicates substandard LOS E or LOS F. 
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•  Pomerado Road - Semillon Boulevard to Avenida Magnifica 
•  Pomerado Road - Avenida Magnifica to Scripps Ranch Boulevard 
•  Pomerado Road - Scripps Ranch Boulevard to Willow Creek Road 
•  Pomerado Road - Willow Creek Road to I-15 
•  Miramar Road - I-15 to Kearny Villa Road 
•  Miramar Road - Kearny Villa Road to Mitscher Way 
 
Significant project-related impacts to intersections are defined by increases in seconds of vehicle 
delay at intersections according to City of San Diego criteria.  The Site 2 project conditions would 
result in significant project-related impacts at the following intersections:   
 
•  Pomerado Road/Scripps Ranch Boulevard – 32.7 second increase in delay (AM peak hour) 
•  Miramar Road/Kearny Villa Road – 12.2 second increase in delay (PM peak hour) 
•  Miramar Road/Mitscher Way/Clayton Drive – 2.7 second increase in delay (AM peak hour) 
 
Year 2020 Conditions 
 
Table 4.11-11 presents Site 2 roadway LOS analysis results.  The following roadway segments 
would operate at unacceptable LOS under Year 2020 conditions. 
 
•  Pomerado Road - Scripps Poway Parkway to Spring Canyon Road 
•  Pomerado Road - Spring Canyon Road to Semillon Boulevard 
•  Pomerado Road - Semillon Boulevard to Avenida Magnifica 
•  Pomerado Road - Avenida Magnifica to Scripps Ranch Boulevard 
•  Pomerado Road - Scripps Ranch Boulevard to Willow Creek Road 
•  Pomerado Road - Willow Creek Road to I-15 
•  Miramar Road - I-15 to Kearny Villa Road 
•  Miramar Road - Kearny Villa Road to Mitscher Way 
•  Miramar Road - Mitscher Way to Miramar Way 
•  Poway Road - Pomerado Road to Carriage Road 
•  Scripps Poway Parkway - Poway city limits to Pomerado Road 
•  Scripps Poway Parkway - Pomerado Road to Carriage Road 
•  Kearny Villa Road - Miramar Road to Miramar Way 
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Table 4.11-12 summarizes the Year 2020 conditions on study area freeway segments. As illustrated 
in the table, the following Site 2 freeway segments would operate at unacceptable LOS. 
 
•  I-15 - Miramar Road to Miramar Way 
•  I-15 - Miramar Way to SR 163 
•  I-15 - SR 163 to SR 52 
•  SR 163 - I-15 to SR 52 
 
Table 4.11-13 shows AM and PM peak hour intersection LOS analysis for Site 2 intersections under 
Year 2020 conditions.  Four intersection would operate at unacceptable LOS  under Year 2020 
conditions: 
 
•  Pomerado Road/Scripps Poway Parkway (PM peak hour) 
•  Pomerado Road/Spring Canyon Road/Cypress Canyon Drive (PM peak hour) 
•  Miramar Road/Kearny Villa Road (AM and PM peak hours) 
•  Miramar Road/Mitscher Way (AM and PM peak hours) 
 
Year 2020 Conditions with Project Traffic 
 
Figure 4.11-6 illustrates the Site 2 Year 2020 LOS deficiencies and project impacts.  Table 4.11-11 
displays roadway LOS results for Site 2 under Year 2020 conditions with project traffic. 
 
Each study area roadway segment was reviewed to determine level of impact significance under the 
City of San Diego significance criteria.  As shown in Table 4.11-11, the following segments show an 
increase in V/C ratios as compared with the Year 2020 scenario, and indicate a significant project-
related impact: 
 
$ Pomerado Road - Scripps Poway Parkway to Spring Canyon Road 
$ Pomerado Road - Spring Canyon Road to Semillon Boulevard 
$ Pomerado Road - Semillon Boulevard to Avenida Magnifica 
$ Pomerado Road - Avenida Magnifica to Scripps Ranch Boulevard 
$ Pomerado Road - Scripps Ranch Boulevard to Willow Creek Road 
$ Pomerado Road - Willow Creek Road to I-15 
$ Miramar Road - I-15 to Kearny Villa Road 
$ Miramar Road - Kearny Villa Road to Mitscher Way 
 



�
��

������	
��
�

�

�
��

���	������
��

������
��	


	���
�������

�������
������������������������

������������

������� �	
���������	���

������

��������	

��
������������������������

������



4.11  Traffic/Circulation  
 
 

  
Page 4.11-32 MFH Project EIS 
 8K050/CHAPTER 04.11   6/20/03 

Table 4.11-13 shows Site 2 AM and PM peak hour intersection LOS under Year 2020 conditions 
with project traffic.  Site 2 project-related traffic would cause significant impacts at the following 
intersection under Year 2020 conditions: 
 
•  Pomerado Road/Scripps Poway Parkway 
 
Year 2020 conditions with project traffic analyses incorporate project-related mitigation measures 
that would have been required under Year 2003 conditions with project traffic.  
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
Year 2003 Roadway Requirements 
 
Miramar Road - I-15 Northbound Ramps to Miramar Way.  This roadway is built to its General Plan 
classification as a 6-Lane Major road and projected to operate at LOS F under Year 2003  conditions 
with project traffic.  Widening this roadway to an eight-lane roadway would not be feasible given 
current land development in the area.  Project-related roadway impacts would remain significant and 
unmitigated. 
 
Pomerado Road - Scripps Poway Parkway to I-15.  This segment of Pomerado Road is currently two 
lanes and is projected to operate at LOS F under Site 2 Year 2003 conditions with project traffic with 
significant project-related impacts.  The Scripps Ranch Community Plan identifies this roadway as a 
2-Lane Collector and further widening would be inconsistent with the Plan.  Project-related impacts 
would remain significant and unmitigated. 
 
Year 2003 Intersection Requirements 
 
Pomerado Road/Scripps Ranch Boulevard.  Provide a fair-share contribution to widen this 
intersection to provide a second through-lane to both the Pomerado Road eastbound and westbound 
intersection approaches. 
 
Miramar Road/Kearny Villa Road.  Provide a fair-share contribution to add a third left-turn lane and 
an exclusive right-turn lane at the Kearny Villa Road northbound intersection approach, as well as an 
exclusive right-turn lane at the Miramar Road westbound approach.  These improvements would 
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require re-striping and possible widening of the Kearny Villa Road and Miramar Road westbound 
approaches. 
 
Miramar Road/Mitscher Way.  Provide a fair-share contribution to change signal phasing at the 
Miramar Road northbound and southbound approaches from a split phasing.  Opposing through 
traffic for both the northbound and southbound approaches is low enough to allow permitted left-
turns. 
 
Pomerado Road/Site 2 Access Road.  Provide a fair-share contribution for the construction of a 
traffic signal.  Although a stop sign control at the eastbound intersection approach would 
accommodate traffic generated by the Site 2 project, sight distance issues and prevailing travel 
speeds along Pomerado Road would require control of left-turning movements into and out of the 
project site.  
 
Table 4.11-14 displays AM and PM peak hour intersection LOS at the significantly impacted Site 2 
intersections.  LOS and vehicle delays are shown for the before-mitigation and after-mitigation 
scenarios.  As shown, all project-related intersection impacts would be reduced to a level below of 
significance.  The Miramar Road/Mitscher Way intersection would continue to operate at 
unacceptable LOS after improvements, but the project impacts would be mitigated to below a level 
of significance. 
 
 

Table 4.11-14.  Site 2 Mitigated Intersection Performance  
Year 2003 Conditions with Project Traffic 

  
Before Mitigation 
LOS/Delay (sec) 

 
After Mitigation 
LOS/Delay (sec)  

Intersection 
 

AM Peak Hour 
 

PM Peak Hour 
 

AM Peak Hour 
 

PM Peak Hour 
 
Pomerado Road/Scripps Ranch Blvd. 

 
E / 72.2 

 
D / 35.3 

 
C / 20.5 

 
B / 16.3 

 
Miramar Road/Kearny Villa Road 

 
F / 90.9 

 
E / 65.2 

 
D / 52.9 

 
D / 54.5 

 
Miramar Road/Mitscher Way 

 
E / 58.3 

 
F / 166.4 

 
B / 18.9 

 
E / 56.3 

 
Pomerado Road/Site 2 Access Road 

 
N/A 

 
N/A 

 
C / 20.5 

 
C / 20.6 

 
Note:  Bold letter indicates unacceptable LOS E or LOS F. 

 
 
Project-related impacts to both Miramar Road and Pomerado Road would remain significant and 
unmitigated assuming the infeasibility of required roadway widenings.  Project-related impacts to 
Site 2 study area intersections would be mitigated to a level of insignificance, however LOS at the 
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Miramar Road/Mitscher Way intersection would continue to operate at unacceptable LOS F in the 
Year 2003 conditions during the PM peak hour. 
 
LOS calculation worksheets for the Site 2 Year 2003 conditions with project mitigated intersections 
are included in Appendix C. 
 
Year 2020 Roadway Requirements 
 
Site 2 project-related traffic would cause a significant impact on eight study area roadway segments 
under Year 2020 conditions.  Given current Community Plan policies, widening these roadways 
beyond their current cross section and classification is not likely.  Project-related impacts on these 
roadways would therefore be unmitigated, and remain significant under Year 2020 conditions.  
 
Year 2020 Intersection Requirements 
 
Pomerado Road/Scripps Poway Parkway.  Provide a fair-share contribution for the construction of 
an exclusive right-turn lane at the Pomerado Road northbound intersection approach would be 
required to mitigate this intersection under Year 2020 conditions. 
 
Table 4.11-15 displays AM and PM peak hour LOS at the significantly impacted Site 2 intersection 
under Year 2020 with project conditions.  With improvements, project-related impacts would be 
reduced to insignificance, however the intersection would operate at LOS E under Year 2020 with 
project conditions. 
 
 

Table 4.11-15.  Site 2 Mitigated Intersection Performance 
Year 2020 Conditions with Project Traffic 

 
 

Before Mitigation 
LOS/Delay (sec) 

 
After Mitigation 
LOS/Delay (sec)  

Intersection 
 

AM Peak Hour 
 

PM Peak Hour 
 

AM Peak Hour 
 

PM Peak Hour 
 
Pomerado Road/Scripps Poway Pkwy 

 
E / 55.0 

 
F / 81.2 

 
D / 52.6 

 
E / 71.6 

 
Note: Bold letter indicates unacceptable LOS E or LOS F. 

 
 
Site 2 would cause unmitigated project-related impacts on both Pomerado Road and Miramar Road 
under Year 2020 conditions.  Project-related impacts to intersections would be reduced to a level of 
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insignificance. LOS calculation worksheets for the Site 2 Year 2020 with project mitigated 
intersections are included in Appendix C.  
 
4.11.4 Site 3 
 
Table 4.11-1 displays daily trip generation for Site 3.  As shown, Site 3 would generate 
approximately 7,476 daily trips.  As part of the project design for the Site 3 access road, the 
intersection of I-15 northbound ramps and Miramar Way would become a 4-legged intersection with 
intersection control.  It is assumed that a stop sign control, along with a free-right turn at the 
southbound approach, would be provided due to the projected high right-turn volumes. 
 
Impacts 
 
Year 2003 Conditions 
 
Scheduled buildout for Site 3 is 2003.  Table 4.11-16 shows roadway LOS analysis results for Site 3 
under Year 2003 conditions.  Four roadway segments would operate at unacceptable LOS under 
Year 2003 conditions:  
 
•  Miramar Way - I-15 northbound ramps to Kearny Villa Road northbound ramps 
•  Miramar Road - I-15 northbound ramps to Kearny Villa Road 
•  Miramar Road - Kearny Villa Road to Mitscher Way 
•  Miramar Road - Mitscher Way to Miramar Way 
 
Table 4.11-12 summarizes the Year 2003 conditions on study area freeway segments. As illustrated 
in the table, the following Site 3 freeway segments would operate at unacceptable LOS: 
 
•  I-15 - Miramar Road to Miramar Way 
•  I-15 - Miramar Way to SR 163 
•  SR 163 - I-15 to SR 52 
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Table 4.11-16.  Site 3 Roadway Segment LOS Analysis 
 

 
Year 2003 
Conditions 

 
Year 2003 Conditions 
with Project Traffic 

 
Year 2020 
Conditions 

 
Year 2020 Conditions 
with Project Traffic 

 
Segment 

 
ADT 

 
LOS 

 
ADT 

 
LOS 

 
Significant 

Impact 
 

ADT 
 

LOS 
 

ADT 
 

LOS 

 
Significant 

Impact 
 
Kearny Villa Road 
 
Black Mountain Road to Miramar Road 

 
14,300 

 
A 

 
14,500 

 
A 

 
No 

 
23,500 

 
C 

 
23,700 

 
C 

 
No 

 
Miramar Road to Miramar Way 

 
31,000 

 
D 

 
31,000 

 
D 

 
No 

 
36,100 

 
E 

 
36,100 

 
E 

 
No 

 
Miramar Way to SR 163 SB Ramps 

 
29,600 

 
C 

 
29,600 

 
C 

 
No 

 
35,500 

 
E 

 
35,500 

 
E 

 
No 

 
SR 163 SB Ramps to Ruffin Road 

 
13,000 

 
A 

 
13,000 

 
A 

 
No 

 
15,800 

 
B 

 
15,800 

 
B 

 
No 

 
Miramar Way 
 
I-15 NB Ramps to Kearny Villa Road 

 
14,800 

 
F 

 
16,400 

 
F 

 
Yes 

 
20,700 

 
F 

 
22,300 

 
F 

 
Yes 

 
Kearny Villa Road NB Ramps to MCAS 
Miramar East Gate 

 
15,900 

 
B 

 
17,500 

 
B 

 
No 

 
20,500 

 
B 

 
22,100 

 
C 

 
No 

 
Miramar Road 
 
I-15 to Kearny Villa Road 

 
70,600 

 
F 

 
71,300 

 
F 

 
No 

 
72,500 

 
F 

 
73,200 

 
F 

 
No 

 
Kearny Villa Road to Mitscher Way 

 
69,500 

 
F 

 
69,900 

 
F 

 
No 

 
76,400 

 
F 

 
76,900 

 
F 

 
No 

 
Mitscher Way to Miramar Way 

 
61,900 

 
F 

 
62,300 

 
F 

 
No 

 
55,100 

 
E 

 
46,700 

 
C 

 
No 

 
Mitscher Way 
 
Miramar Road to Miramar Way 

 
15,200 

 
C 

 
15,200 

 
C 

 
No 

 
18,500 

 
C 

 
18,500 

 
C 

 
No 

 
Source: SANDAG, 1994-1998 ADTs. 
Note: Bold letter indicates substandard LOS E or LOS F. 
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Table 4.11-17 displays AM and PM peak hour intersection LOS results for Site 3 under Year 2003  
conditions.  Five intersections would fail under Year 2003 conditions, as listed below.  
 
•  Miramar Road/Kearny Villa Road (AM peak hour) 
•  Miramar Road/Mitscher Way (AM and PM peak hour) 
•  Kearny Villa Road southbound ramps/Miramar Way (PM peak hour) 
•  Kearny Villa Road northbound ramps/Miramar Way (AM peak hour) 
•  I-15 southbound ramps/Miramar Way (AM peak hour) 
 
Year 2003 Conditions with Project Traffic 
 
Figure 4.11-7 illustrates the Site 3 Year 2003 LOS deficiencies and project impacts. Table 4.11-16 
shows roadway segment LOS results under Year 2003 conditions with project traffic for Site 3.  
 
Review of project-related impacts and significance criteria shows that Site 3 would significantly 
impact the following roadway under the Year 2003 conditions with project traffic. 
 
•  Miramar Way - I-15 northbound ramps to Kearny Villa Road 
 
As shown in Table 4.11-17, traffic generated by Site 3 would cause significant project-related 
impacts to the following three study area intersections along Miramar Way.   
 
•  Kearny Villa Road southbound ramps/Miramar Way intersection – 5.3 seconds 
•  Kearny Villa Road northbound ramps/Miramar Way intersection - 6.7 seconds 
•  I-15 southbound ramps/Miramar Way intersection – 400 seconds 
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Table 4.11-17.  Site 3 Peak Intersection LOS Analysis 
 

 
Year 2003 
Conditions 

 
Year 2003 Conditions 
with Project Traffic 

 
Year 2020 
Conditions 

 
Year 2020 Conditions 
with Project Traffic 

 
Intersection 

 
AM Peak 

Hour 

 
PM Peak 

Hour 

 
AM Peak 

Hour 

 
PM Peak 

Hour 

 
Project 
Impact 

 
AM Peak 

Hour 

 
PM Peak 

Hour 

 
AM Peak 

Hour 

 
PM Peak 

Hour 

 
Project 
Impact 

 
Pomerado Road/I-15 NB Off Ramp 

 
B 

 
B 

 
B 

 
B 

 
No 

 
B 

 
B 

 
B 

 
B 

 
No 

 
Miramar Road/I-15 SB Off Ramp 

 
C 

 
B 

 
C 

 
B 

 
No 

 
C 

 
B 

 
C 

 
B 

 
No 

 
Miramar Road/Kearny Villa Road 

 
F 

 
D 

 
F 

 
D 

 
No 

 
F 

 
F 

 
F 

 
F 

 
No 

 
Miramar Road/Mitscher Way 

 
E 

 
F 

 
E 

 
F 

 
No 

 
E 

 
F 

 
E 

 
F 

 
No 

 
Kearny Villa Road SB Ramps /Miramar Way 
(unsignalized)(1) 

 
D 

 
E 

 
E 

 
F 

 
Yes 

 
F 

 
F 

 
A 

 
A 

 
No 

 
Kearny Villa Road NB Ramps/Miramar Way 
(unsignalized)(1) 

 
E 

 
D 

 
E 

 
D 

 
Yes 

 
F 

 
F 

 
D 

 
E 

 
No 

 
I-15 SB Ramps/Miramar Way (unsignalized)(1) 

 
F 

 
C 

 
F 

 
F 

 
Yes 

 
F 

 
E 

 
D 

 
D 

 
No 

 
I-15 NB Ramps/Miramar Way (unsignalized)(1) 

 
N/A 

 
N/A 

 
A 

 
C 

 
No 

 
N/A 

 
N/A 

 
C 

 
C 

 
N/A 

 
(1) Two-way stop controlled intersection. Delay represents the worst stopping approach only. 
Note: Bold letter indicates substandard LOS E or LOS F. 
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Year 2020 Conditions 
 
Table 4.11-16 displays LOS analysis results for Site 3 study area roadway segments under 
Year 2020 conditions.  As shown, six roadway segments are projected to operate at substandard 
LOS E or F: 
 
•  Kearny Villa Road - Miramar Road to Miramar Way 
•  Kearny Villa Road - Miramar Way to SR 163 southbound ramps 
•  Miramar Way - I-15 northbound ramps to Kearny Villa Road northbound ramps 
•  Miramar Road - I-15 to Kearny Villa Road 
•  Miramar Road - Kearny Villa Road to Mitscher Way 
•  Miramar Road - Mitscher Way to Miramar Way 
 
Table 4.11-12 summarizes the Year 2020 conditions on study area freeway segments. As illustrated 
in the table, the following Site 3 freeway segments would operate at unacceptable LOS. 
 
•  I-15 - Miramar Road to Miramar Way 
•  I-15 - Miramar Way to SR 163 
•  I-15 - SR 163 to SR 52 
•  SR 163 - I-15 to SR 52 
 
Table 4.11-17 presents LOS analysis for Site 3 study area intersections.  Five study area intersections 
are forecast to operate at unacceptable LOS E or F under Year 2020 conditions.   
 
•  Miramar Road/Kearny Villa Road (AM and PM peak hours) 
•  Miramar Road/Mitscher Way (AM and PM peak hours) 
•  Kearny Villa Road southbound ramps/Miramar Way  (AM and PM peak hours) 
•  Kearny Villa Road northbound ramps/Miramar Way (AM and PM peak hours) 
•  I-15 southbound ramps/Miramar Way (AM and PM peak hours) 
 
Year 2020 Conditions with Project Traffic 
 
Figure 4.11-8 illustrates the Year 2020 LOS deficiencies and project impacts associated with Site 3.  
Table 4.11-16 shows LOS on Site 3 study area roadways under Year 2020 with project conditions. 
 
Based upon the significance criteria, the Site 3 project would have no additional significant project-
related impacts on study area roadway segments or intersections beyond those identified under the 
year 2003 scenario. 
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Mitigation Measures 
 
Year 2003 Roadway Requirements 
 
Miramar Way - I-15 Northbound Ramps to Kearny Villa Road 
 
An additional westbound through lane would be provided by re-striping the existing two lane section 
of Miramar Way, between the I-15 northbound ramps and the Kearny Villa northbound ramps, to a 
three-lane section providing two westbound lanes and one eastbound lane.  The current width of the 
overpass, 40 feet, provides adequate width for this re-striping. 
 
Site 3 would have no significant project-related impacts to the study area roadway segments under 
Year 2003 conditions. 
 
Year 2003 Intersection Requirements 
 
Kearny Villa Road Southbound Ramps/Miramar Way.  Provide a fair-share contribution for the 
construction of a traffic signal at this intersection.  With signalization, this intersection would 
operate at LOS A under Year 2003 conditions with project traffic, and project-related impacts would 
be reduced to a level of insignificance. 
 
Kearny Villa Road Northbound Ramps/Miramar Way.  Provide a fair-share contribution for the 
construction of exclusive left-turn and right-turn lanes at the Miramar Way westbound intersection 
approach.  With the additional turn lanes, this intersection would operate at an acceptable LOS C 
during the AM peak hour and LOS D during the PM peak hour, and project-related impacts would 
be reduced to a level of insignificance. This improvement would require widening the Miramar Way 
westbound intersection approach. 
 
I-15 Southbound Ramps/Miramar Way.  Provide a fair-share contribution for the construction of a 
traffic signal at this intersection (meets Caltrans Warrant #2, “Interruption of Continuous Traffic”). 
A second through-lane at the Miramar Way westbound approach would also be recommended, 
which is consistent with the roadway segment restriping necessary at this location. 
 
Table 4.11-18 displays AM and PM peak hour LOS results for intersections that would be 
significantly impacted by Site 3 project traffic.  LOS results are provided for the before-mitigation 
and after-mitigation scenarios.  As shown, all project-related intersection impacts would be reduced 
to a level of insignificance.   
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Table 4.11-18.  Site 3 Mitigated Intersection Performance 

Year 2003 Conditions with Project Traffic 
  
Before Mitigation 
LOS/Delay (sec) 

 
After Mitigation 
LOS/Delay (sec)  

Intersection 
 

AM Peak Hour 
 

PM Peak Hour 
 

AM Peak Hour 
 

PM Peak Hour 
 
Kearny Villa Road SB Ramps/ Miramar Way 

 
E / 35.0 

 
F / 57.3 

 
A / 0.8 

 
A / 1.0 

 
Kearny Villa Road NB Ramps/ Miramar Way  

 
E / 43.8 

 
D / 34.6 

 
C / 22.2 

 
D / 26.6 

 
I-15 SB Ramps/Miramar Way 

 
F / 463.5 

 
F / 184.9 

 
A / 5.2 

 
A / 6.5 

 
Note: Bold letter indicates unacceptable LOS E or LOS F. 

 
 
Site 3 project-related impacts to all study area roadways and intersections would be reduced to a 
level of insignificance under Year 2003 conditions with project traffic.  LOS calculation worksheets 
for the Site 3 Year 2003 conditions with project mitigated intersections are included in Appendix C.  
 
Year 2020 Roadway and Intersection Requirements 
 
No significant project-related impacts were identified on study area roadways or at study area 
intersections under Site 3 Year 2020 conditions. 
 
All Year 2003 project-related roadway and intersection impacts would remain mitigated under Year 
2020 conditions.  LOS calculation worksheets for the Site 3 Year 2020 with project mitigated 
intersections are included in Appendix C. 
 
4.11.5 No Action Alternative 
 
Impacts 
 
No development would occur under the No Action Alternative; therefore, no impacts to traffic 
circulation would occur. 
 
Mitigation 
 
No mitigation measures are required. 
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4.12 AIR QUALITY 
 
4.12.1 Methodology 
 
Air quality impacts associated with the proposed MFH are related to emissions from short-term 
construction and long-term operations (primarily traffic generated by the residents of the proposed 
housing). 
 
Construction may affect air quality as a result of (1) construction equipment emissions; (2) fugitive 
dust from grading and earthmoving; and (3) emissions from vehicles driven to/from the sites by 
construction workers.  Occupation-related emissions would result primarily from vehicle emissions, 
with minor emissions from small machinery, barbeques, and gas for water heating and other gas 
appliances.   
 
The following assessment relies on specific numerical thresholds for individual air pollutant 
emissions.  These thresholds correspond to the de minimis levels contained in the General 
Conformity Rule (see Clean Air Act Conformity, below). 
 
Clean Air Act Conformity 
 
Location in a Nonattainment Area 
 
Specific geographic areas are classified under the Federal Clean Air Act as either “attainment” or 
“nonattainment” for each pollutant, based on conformance with or violation of the NAAQS.  The 
General Conformity Rule applies to actions that generate emissions in nonattainment or maintenance 
areas.  All of the project alternative sites are located within the San Diego Air Basin, which has been 
a “serious” nonattainment area for ozone, and is now in the process of reclassification to a 
maintenance area, (see Section 3.12) and a maintenance area for CO.  Therefore, the General 
Conformity Rule is applicable at the project location. 
 
Emission of Criteria Pollutants 
 
The General Conformity Rule requires analysis of emissions of criteria pollutants and their 
precursors for which an area is designated nonattainment or that are covered by a maintenance plan.  
Each alternative would include construction equipment and mobile sources which would emit CO, 
volatile organic compounds, and oxides of nitrogen.  VOC and NOx are the precursors of ozone.  
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Therefore, the General Conformity Rule is applicable to the project emissions of CO, VOC, and 
NOx. 
 
Exemptions 
 
EPA has determined specific Federal actions, or portions thereof, to be exempt from the General 
Conformity Rule.  Actions are exempt where the total net increase of all reasonably foreseeable 
direct and indirect emissions (1) would be less than specified emission rate thresholds, known as de 
minimis limits, and (2) would be less than ten percent of the area’s annual emission budget.  The de 
minimis thresholds applicable to the SDAB are shown in Table 4.12-1. 
 
 
 Table 4.12-1.  Threshold Limits for Criteria Pollutants 
  

Pollutant 
 

Emissions (tons/year)1 

 
CO 

 
100 

 
NOx 50 

 
VOC 

 
50 

 
Source: EPA 1993, CNO 1994. 
CO - carbon monoxide 
NOx - nitrogen oxides 
VOC - volatile organic compounds 
1 “Serious” nonattainment O3 area 

 
 
NEPA Analysis 
 
A NEPA analysis differs from the General Conformity analysis in that attainment pollutant 
emissions are considered as well as nonattainment pollutants.  Therefore, emissions of PM10, which 
would not be considered in the General Conformity analysis, are included in a NEPA analysis.  (The 
reason that PM10 is not considered in the General Conformity analysis is that the SDAB is in 
attainment with Federal standards for this pollutant and is not classified as a maintenance area for 
PM10, and General Conformity analysis is not required.)  This evaluation does not address SO2, lead, 
hydrogen sulfide, or vinyl chloride.  Although these pollutants are regulated by the Federal or state 
governments (see Table 3.12-1 in Section 3.12), little to no emissions of these substances would be 
generated during construction or occupation. 
 
The NEPA analysis is also different from the General Conformity analysis in that the General 
Conformity analysis is limited to emissions that “. .  The Federal agency can practicably control and 
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will maintain control over due to a continuing program responsibility of the Federal Agency.”   
Thus, more emissions may be included in a NEPA analysis than in a General Conformity analysis.  
In this housing analysis, there are differences in the number of vehicle trips and the quantity of area 
emissions sources between the General Conformity and NEPA analyses; the differences are 
described in the Emissions Calculations, Operations section below. 
 
Emissions Calculations 
 
Construction 
 
Construction emissions have been evaluated by use of factors and methods from the South Coast Air 
Quality Management District (SCAQMD) California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Handbook 
(1993).  Although the SCAQMD does not have jurisdiction over the Proposed Action, the emission 
factors and calculation methodologies contained in the SCAQMD CEQA Handbook are applicable 
for the following reasons: (1) the emission factors are based on the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency, Compilation of Air Pollution Emission Factors (commonly referred to as AP-42), and the 
rate of pollutant emissions from a given piece of construction equipment would not vary between 
jurisdictions; (2) regional factors used in the development of the emission factors, such as soil types 
and climate are similar between the two districts (the SCAQMD is adjacent on the north to the 
SDAPCD); (3) the SDAPCD does not publish a similar set of emission factors and calculation 
methodologies for evaluating construction impacts.  
 
Data relative to the specific alternatives is based on the conceptual designs described in Chapter 2 of 
this EIS.  Changes in plan layouts, number of units or other factors are anticipated to be within the 
accuracy of the estimating methodology.  For purposes of estimation, the average unit size was 
assumed to be 1,500 square feet. 
 
Operations 
 
Operations emissions come from area sources, including natural gas for residential space heating and 
water heating, gasoline powered landscaping and maintenance equipment, and consumer products, 
such as household cleaners, and from mobile sources, that is, vehicle operations associated with the 
new housing.  Operations emissions were estimated using the CARB emissions program URBEMIS 
2001.  URBEMIS is a calculation tool designed to estimate air emissions from land use development 
projects.  The model contains data that is specific for each California air basin.  For motor vehicle 
trip emissions, URBEMIS 2001 uses EMFAC 2001, which is a recent motor vehicle emission factor 
model of the California Air Resources Board. 
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As described in Section 1.2 of this EIS, the purpose of the Proposed Action is to provide suitable 
housing for military families in the San Diego Region.  Therefore, if all of the new housing were 
occupied by families relocating from other housing in the area, there would be no net increase in 
vehicle trips resulting from implementation of the proposed action nor in the number of residences 
using gas heating and consumer products.  However, it is acknowledged that the increase in the 
supply of military housing may induce some military personnel who presently do not have families 
living in the area because of the high housing costs, to move from bachelors quarters to family 
housing, and bring their families into the area.  These relocations would represent new trips and new 
emissions. For purposes of this environmental evaluation, it is assumed that 10 percent of the homes 
considered for the proposed alternatives would be occupied by families relocating to the area from 
outside the San Diego air basin.   
 
Home-to-work trip distances for military personnel at the proposed MFH site would likely be 
reduced for many occupants, especially those stationed at MCAS Miramar.  Similarly, with close 
access to MCAS Miramar, home-to shop trip distances would likely be reduced.  These factors lead 
to a conclusion that a net reduction in vehicle miles traveled and associated vehicle emissions may 
occur.  However, the housing would be available to all San Diego area military personnel, and some 
families may relocate further from their place of work, school, shopping or other services than at 
present.  Therefore, for calculation of emissions, the URBEMIS default trip distance values for the 
San Diego urban region are used. 
 
Operations emissions are calculated separately for General Conformity analysis and for NEPA 
significant impact evaluation.  As described above, the emissions to be considered for General 
Conformity are limited to those that the Federal agency can practicably control.  As described in 
Section 4.11 of this EIS, the average traffic generation assumed for military housing that is used to 
assess traffic impacts is six trips per household for a 365 day year, which includes trips associated 
with work and non-work activities.  For General Conformity air quality analysis, the emissions are 
considered from a maximum of two trips per household, 240 days per year, which would represent 
the trips associated with commuting to and from work.  This quantity is prescribed by Navy policy 
for General Conformity analysis because the commuting trips are the only trips that may be 
practicably controlled by the Federal agency (CNO 1994).  For the General Conformity analysis, it is 
also assumed that the net increase in area emissions that are conceivably within military control 
would be no greater than the emissions of the 10 percent of new homes that would be occupied by 
new families coming to the area. 
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For the NEPA analysis, it is reasonably foreseeable that the homes vacated by military personnel  
would be reoccupied by other families.  Therefore, the vehicle operations emissions are based on  six 
trips per household, 365 days per year for all of the homes in each proposed alternative, and the 
areas sources are assumed to include all of the homes. 
 
In addition to the regional impact of vehicle emissions, it is necessary to consider the potential for 
local CO “hot spots” at locations where traffic is congested.  Procedures and guidelines, for use by 
agencies that sponsor transportation projects, to evaluate the potential local level CO impacts of a 
project are contained in Transportation Project-Level Carbon Monoxide Protocol (the Protocol) 
(UCD ITS 1997).  The Protocol provides a methodology for determining the level of analysis, if any, 
required on a project.  The guidelines comply with the Clean Air Act, Federal and state conformity 
rules and NEPA.  Although the Proposed Action is not a transportation project, the Proposed Action 
would result in an increase in vehicle trips on local roadways and intersections.  Therefore, the use of 
this Protocol is useful for determining potential local level CO impacts. 
 
The SDAB was redesignated as a CO attainment area subsequent to the passage of the 1990 Clean 
Air Act amendments.  Continued attainment has been verified with the SDAPCD (2000).  Therefore, 
in accordance with the Protocol, only projects that are likely to worsen air quality necessitate further 
analysis.  The Protocol also indicates that projects that may worsen traffic conditions at signalized 
intersections at LOS E or F should be further examined.  
 
4.12.2 Site 8 
 
Site 8A – Santo Road Access (Preferred Alternative) 
 
Impacts 
 
Construction Emissions 
 
Construction of the proposed housing and access road would require grading and preparation of 
approximately 299 acres (121 hectares), which would result in the generation of fugitive dust, PM10, 
and exhaust emissions from construction equipment.  After grading, exhaust emissions would be 
generated by the construction equipment used for the construction of the new units and associated 
roadways.  Exhaust emissions would also be generated by the vehicles used for commuting by the 
construction crews. 
 



4.12 Air Quality  
 
 

  
Page 4.12-6 MFH Project EIS 
 8K050/CHAPTER 04.12   6/20/03 

The proposed Site 8 Alternative involves the construction of up to 1,600 units.  The project 
construction is scheduled to begin in the year 2005 and to be completed with all units occupied by 
the year 2009.  Therefore, it was assumed that 25 percent of the 1,600 units would be constructed 
each year.1  Tables 4.12-2 to 4.12-6 show the estimated construction and operation emissions for the 
years 2005 to2009.  Emission factors and calculations are included in Appendix D.  Based on 
construction of 400 units per year, the construction emissions would be the same for the years 2005 
to 2008. 

 
Table 4.12-2.  Emissions for Site 8A Year 2005 

  
Pollutant (tons/year) 

 
  

VOC 
 

NOx 
 

CO 
 

PM10 
General Conformity Analysis  

Annual Construction emissions (1) 
 

6.6 
 

97.0 
 

21.0   
Emission reduction with use of electricity from 
power poles rather than temporary generators(2) 

 
6.5 

 
93.1 

 
20.6  

 
Net Construction Emissions 

 
0.1 

 
3.9 

 
0.4   

Operations Emissions(3)  
 

0.0 
 

0.0 
 

0.0   
Total Emissions 

 
0.1 

 
3.9 

 
0.4   

General Conformity de minimis Thresholds(4) 
 

50 50 
 

100   
Exceed Threshold? 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No   

SDAB forecast emissions for 2010(5) 
 

66,430 
 

69,715 
 

291,635   
Exceed ten percent of area=s annual emissions? 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No  

NEPA Analysis  
Annual Construction emissions (6) 

 
6.6 

 
97.0 

 
21.0 

 
13.1  

Emission reduction with use of electricity from 
power poles rather than temporary generators(2) 

 
6.5 

 
93.1 

 
20.6 

 
9.9 

 
Net Construction Emissions 

 
0.1 

 
3.9 

 
0.4 

 
3.2  

Operations Emissions(3)  
 

0.0 
 

0.0 
 

0.0 
 

0.0  
Total Emissions 

 
0.1 

 
3.9 

 
0.4 

 
3.2  

(1) SCAQMD CEQA Handbook Tables 9-1 and 9-3 for estimating construction emissions (without electric power). 
(2) SCAQMD CEQA Handbook Tables 11-3 and 11-4 for mitigation measure efficiency. 
(3) No residences would be occupied during the Year 2005. 
(4) “Serious” nonattainment pollutants VOC and Nox and maintenance pollutant CO are used.  The basin is in federal 

attainment for PM10. 
 (5) Forecast emissions from CARB 2002.  Forecast area emissions for 2005 would differ from those for 2010, but the 

differences would be small compared with the totals.  The order of magnitude is satisfactory for comparison with project 
emissions. 

(6)  Construction emissions for NEPA analysis include construction workers travel, while construction emissions for 
conformity analysis do not.  However, the difference between the total emission factors for construction, with and without 
workers travel is negligible, and the calculated construction emissions are the same for both cases.   

                                                           
1  This assumption regarding construction scheduling represents a reasonable estimate for purposes of impact 

assessment.  The specific construction schedule would be developed in coordination between the Marine Corps and the 
developer. 
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Table 4.12-3.  Emissions for Site 8A Year 2006 
  

Pollutant (tons/year) 
 
  

VOC 
 

NOx 
 

CO 
 

PM10 
General Conformity Analysis  

Annual Construction emissions (1) 
 

6.6 
 

97.0 
 

21.0   
Emission reduction with use of electricity from 
power poles rather than temporary generators(2) 

 
6.5 

 
93.1 

 
20.6  

 
Net Construction Emissions 

 
0.1 

 
3.9 

 
0.4  

Area source emissions(3) 0.4 0.1 0.1  
Vehicle emissions(3) 0.2 0.2 2.3   

Total Emissions 0.7 4.2 2.8   
General Conformity de minimis Thresholds(4) 

 
50 50 

 
100   

Exceed Threshold? 
 

No 
 

No 
 

No   
SDAB forecast emissions for 2010(5) 

 
66,430 

 
69,715 

 
291,635   

Exceed ten percent of area=s annual emissions? 
 

No 
 

No 
 

No  
NEPA Analysis  

Annual Construction emissions (6) 
 

6.6 
 

97.0 
 

21.0 
 

13.1  
Emission reduction with use of electricity from 
power poles rather than temporary generators(2) 

 
6.5 

 
93.1 

 
20.6 

 
9.9 

 
Net Construction Emissions 

 
0.1 

 
3.9 

 
0.4 

 
3.2 

Area source emissions(7) 3.7 0.9 0.5 0.0 
Vehicle emissions(7) 7.2 7.5 77.6 4.1  

Total Emissions 10.9 12.3 78.4 7.3  
(1) SCAQMD CEQA Handbook Tables 9-1 and 9-3 for estimating construction emissions (without electric power). 
(2) SCAQMD CEQA Handbook Tables 11-3 and 11-4 for mitigation measure efficiency. 
(3) 400 units occupied; emissions estimated using URBEMIS 2001.  Ten percent of the units assumed to be new trips in the 

region.  Two trips per unit per day for 250 days per year. 
(4) “Serious” nonattainment pollutants VOC and Nox and maintenance pollutant CO are used.  The basin is in federal 

attainment for PM10. 
 (5) Forecast emissions from CARB 2002.  Forecast area emissions for 2006 would differ from those for 2010, but the 

differences would be small compared with the totals.  The order of magnitude is satisfactory for comparison with project 
emissions. 

(6)  See footnote (6) to Table 4.12-2. 
(7)  400 units occupied; emissions estimated using URBEMIS 2001.  For NEPA analysis, it is assumed that others would 

reoccupy homes vacated by military personnel.  Analysis assumes area source emissions and 6 trips per unit per day for 
365 days per year for all units. 
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Table 4.12-4.  Emissions for Site 8A Year 2007 
  

Pollutant (tons/year) 
 
  

VOC 
 

NOx 
 

CO 
 

PM10 
General Conformity Analysis  

Annual Construction emissions (1) 
 

6.6 
 

97.0 
 

21.0   
Emission reduction with use of electricity from 
power poles rather than temporary generators(2) 

 
6.5 

 
93.1 

 
20.6  

 
Net Construction Emissions 

 
0.1 

 
3.9 

 
0.4  

Area source emissions(3) 0.7 0.2 0.1  
Vehicle emissions(3) 0.5 0.4 4.5   

Total Emissions 1.3 4.5 5.1   
General Conformity de minimis Thresholds(4) 

 
50 50 

 
100   

Exceed Threshold? 
 

No 
 

No 
 

No   
SDAB forecast emissions for 2010(5) 

 
66,430 

 
69,715 

 
291,635   

Exceed ten percent of area=s annual emissions? 
 

No 
 

No 
 

No  
NEPA Analysis  

Annual Construction emissions (6) 
 

6.6 
 

97.0 
 

21.0 
 

13.1  
Emission reduction with use of electricity from 
power poles rather than temporary generators(2) 

 
6.5 

 
93.1 

 
20.6 

 
9.9 

 
Net Construction Emissions 

 
0.1 

 
3.9 

 
0.4 

 
3.2 

Area source emissions(7) 7.3 1.8 0.8 0.0 
Vehicle emissions(7) 14.0 14.1 149.7 8.1  

Total Emissions 21.4 19.9 150.9 11.3  
(1) SCAQMD CEQA Handbook Tables 9-1 and 9-3 for estimating construction emissions (without electric power). 
(2) SCAQMD CEQA Handbook Tables 11-3 and 11-4 for mitigation measure efficiency. 
(3) 800 units occupied; emissions estimated using URBEMIS 2001.  Ten percent of the units assumed to be new trips in the 

region.  Two trips per unit per day for 250 days per year. 
(4) “Serious” nonattainment pollutants VOC and Nox and maintenance pollutant CO are used.  The basin is in federal 

attainment for PM10. 
 (5) Forecast emissions from CARB 2002.  Forecast area emissions for 2007 would differ from those for 2010, but the 

differences would be small compared with the totals.  The order of magnitude is satisfactory for comparison with project 
emissions. 

(6)  See footnote (6) to Table 4.12-2. 
(7)  800 units occupied; emissions estimated using URBEMIS 2001.  For NEPA analysis, it is assumed that others would 

reoccupy homes vacated by military personnel.  Analysis assumes area source emissions and 6 trips per unit per day for 
365 days per year for all units. 
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Table 4.12-5.  Emissions for Site 8A Year 2008 
  

Pollutant (tons/year) 
 
  

VOC 
 

NOx 
 

CO 
 

PM10 
General Conformity Analysis  

Annual Construction emissions (1) 
 

6.6 
 

97.0 
 

21.0   
Emission reduction with use of electricity from 
power poles rather than temporary generators(2) 

 
6.5 

 
93.1 

 
20.6  

 
Net Construction Emissions 

 
0.1 

 
3.9 

 
0.4  

Area source emissions(3) 1.1 0.3 0.2  
Vehicle emissions(3) 0.7 0.6 6.5   

Total Emissions 1.9 4.8 7.1   
General Conformity de minimis Thresholds(4) 

 
50 50 

 
100   

Exceed Threshold? 
 

No 
 

No 
 

No   
SDAB forecast emissions for 2010(5) 

 
66,430 

 
69,715 

 
291,635   

Exceed ten percent of area=s annual emissions? 
 

No 
 

No 
 

No  
NEPA Analysis  

Annual Construction emissions (6) 
 

6.6 
 

97.0 
 

21.0 
 

13.1  
Emission reduction with use of electricity from 
power poles rather than temporary generators(2) 

 
6.5 

 
93.1 

 
20.6 

 
9.9 

 
Net Construction Emissions 

 
0.1 

 
3.9 

 
0.4 

 
3.2 

Area source emissions(7) 10.9 2.8 1.2 0.0 
Vehicle emissions(7) 20.3 20.0 216.4 12.2  

Total Emissions 31.3 26.7 218.0 15.4  
(1) SCAQMD CEQA Handbook Tables 9-1 and 9-3 for estimating construction emissions (without electric power). 
(2) SCAQMD CEQA Handbook Tables 11-3 and 11-4 for mitigation measure efficiency. 
(3) 1200 units occupied; emissions estimated using URBEMIS 2001.  Ten percent of the units assumed to be new trips in the 

region.  Two trips per unit per day for 250 days per year. 
(4) “Serious” nonattainment pollutants VOC and Nox and maintenance pollutant CO are used.  The basin is in federal 

attainment for PM10. 
 (5) Forecast emissions from CARB 2002.  Forecast area emissions for 2008 would differ from those for 2010, but the 

differences would be small compared with the totals.  The order of magnitude is satisfactory for comparison with project 
emissions. 

(6)  See footnote (6) to Table 4.12-2. 
(7)  1200 units occupied; emissions estimated using URBEMIS 2001.  For NEPA analysis, it is assumed that others would 

reoccupy homes vacated by military personnel.  Analysis assumes area source emissions and 6 trips per unit per day for 
365 days per year for all units. 
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Table 4.12-6.  Emissions for Site 8A Year 2009 
  

Pollutant (tons/year) 
 
  

VOC 
 

NOx 
 

CO 
 

PM10 
General Conformity Analysis 

 
Net Construction Emissions(1) 0.0 0.0 0.0  
Area source emissions(2) 1.5 0.4 0.2  
Vehicle emissions(2) 0.9 0.7 8.4   

Total Emissions 2.4 1.1 8.6   
General Conformity de minimis Thresholds(3) 

 
50 50 

 
100   

Exceed Threshold? 
 

No 
 

No 
 

No   
SDAB forecast emissions for 2010(4) 

 
66,430 

 
69,715 

 
291,635   

Exceed ten percent of area=s annual emissions? 
 

No 
 

No 
 

No  
NEPA Analysis  

Net Construction Emissions(1) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Area source emissions(5) 14.3 3.7 1.6 0.0 
Vehicle emissions(5) 26.1 25.2 277.5 16.3  

Total Emissions 40.4 28.9 279.1 16.3  
(1) Year 2009 is full build out of the proposed alternative; therefore, no construction emissions generated or mitigation 

measures required. 
(2) 1600 units occupied; emissions estimated using URBEMIS 2001.  Ten percent of the units assumed to be new trips in the 

region.  Two trips per unit per day for 250 days per year. 
(3) “Serious” nonattainment pollutants VOC and Nox and maintenance pollutant CO are used.  The basin is in federal 

attainment for PM10. 
(4) Forecast emissions from CARB 2002.  Forecast area emissions for 2009 would differ from those for 2010, but the 

differences would be small compared with the totals.  The order of magnitude is satisfactory for comparison with project 
emissions. 

 (5) 400 units occupied; emissions estimated using URBEMIS 2001.  For NEPA analysis, it is assumed that others would 
reoccupy homes vacated by military personnel.  Analysis assumes area source emissions and 6 trips per unit per day for 
365 days per year for all units.  

 
 
 
Emissions forecast for the proposed Site 8 Alternative for the years 2005 to 2009 are compared to 
General Conformity thresholds in Tables 4.12-2 to 4.12-6.  Following SCAQMD practice, 
construction emissions are initially calculated assuming the unavailability of electric power.  With 
this assumption, the projected NOx emissions would be approximately 97 tons per year from 
construction.  Therefore, NOx emissions would exceed the threshold for each year of construction.  
The proposed alternative includes a requirement that electrical power would be provided at Site 8 at 
the beginning of construction.  Emissions were then calculated using the reduction factors taken 
from the SCAQMD CEQA Handbook for the use of electric power.  Applying these factors reduces 
estimated NOx emissions to below threshold levels for each year of construction as shown in Tables 
4.12-2 to 4.12-6.  Thresholds for VOC and CO generated during construction activities would not be 
exceeded for any year.  Because the area is a state nonattainment area for PM10, and dust can  cause 
adverse visual and nuisance impacts, the project would incorporate the following measures to control 



4.12 Air Quality  
 

 

  
MFH Project EIS  Page 4.12-11 
8K050/CHAPTER 04.12   6/20/03 

dust.  Therefore, net PM10 emissions were calculated using a reduction factor of 50 percent for dust 
control measures. 
 
• Common dust control practices, such as watering all active grading areas and storage piles, 

cessation of grading in high winds, the limiting of vehicle speeds on unpaved roads to 15 mph, 
and preventing the track out of dirt from unpaved areas to paved roadways, shall be included in 
construction specifications. 

 
• The access road into the site shall be paved at the start of construction, in order to avoid 

excessive truck travel on unpaved roads. 
 
Operations Emissions 
 
For General Conformity emissions, no thresholds for the criteria pollutants would be exceeded.  The 
operation emissions would increase each year from 2006 to 2009, based on the number of completed 
and occupied units.  Operation emissions would reach a maximum at build out in the year 2009.  
Emissions beyond the year 2009 are expected to decrease because vehicle emission factors typically 
decline each year for most pollutants due to the projected improvement in auto emissions technology 
and continuing retirement of “dirtier” vehicles.  For general conformity analysis the emissions are 
also compared to the area’s annual emissions forecast, and it is shown that the project-related 
emissions would be much less than ten percent of the area emissions. 
 
Expected CO emissions are typical for projects that generate substantial quantities of vehicle trips, 
and they are not a significant impact on air quality.  The concern for CO emissions is on a local 
scale, and is related to highly congested major roadways and intersections.  Therefore, the traffic 
analysis for the Proposed Action, as seen in Section 4.11 and Appendix C of this EIS, was examined 
to ascertain the potential for local CO impacts.  The critical parameter would be if the Proposed 
Action caused the level of service (LOS) at a signalized intersection to degrade to LOS E or F, or 
caused a significant increase in delay at an existing LOS E or F signalized intersection.  The traffic 
analysis indicates that mitigation measures would be included in the project to reduce all traffic 
impacts to less than significant.  Therefore, there is no potential for a local CO significant impact 
with the Site 8 alternative. 
 
Combined Emissions 
 
The forecast General Conformity emissions for the years 2005-2009 would be less than the de 
minimis levels, and less than ten percent of the forecast area emissions.  It is concluded that the Site 



4.12 Air Quality  
 
 

  
Page 4.12-12 MFH Project EIS 
 8K050/CHAPTER 04.12   6/20/03 

8 Alternative would conform to the SIP and a formal conformity determination is not required.  A 
Record of Non-Applicability (RONA), a memorandum required by Navy policy that reflects the 
determination of an authorized official that a formal conformity analysis is not required for a 
Proposed Action, will be prepared.  A draft RONA is included in Appendix D.  Further, as described 
above, there is no potential for a local CO “hotspot” impact.  Therefore, no significant air quality 
impact would occur.   
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
No significant air quality impacts were identified and no mitigation is required. 
 
Site 8B – SR 52 Interchange (Alternative Access) 
 
Impacts 
 
Impacts would be the same as described under the Preferred Alternative. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
No significant air quality impacts were identified and no mitigation is required. 
 
4.12.3 Site 2 
 
Construction of the proposed housing would require grading and preparation of approximately 283 
acres (115 hectares).  Construction and operations emissions sources would be similar to those 
discussed under the Site 8 Alternative. 
 
Construction Emissions 
 
The proposed Site 2 Alternative involves the construction of up to 1,000 units.  This alternative 
would have fewer homes and require less grading than Site 8.  Subsequently, construction emissions 
would be less under this alternative.  The project construction is scheduled to begin in the year 2005 
and to be completed with all units occupied by the year 2008.  It was assumed that 400 units would 
be constructed each year as discussed under the Site 8.  Therefore, under the Site 2 Alternative, 400 
units would be constructed during the years 2005 and 2006 and the remaining 200 units would be 
constructed in the year 2007.  All 1,000 units would be occupied by the year 2008.  Based on the 
construction of 400 units per year, the construction emissions would be similar to the levels 
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generated under the Site 8 Alternative for the years 2005 and 2006.  However, the Site 2 Alternative 
would generate slightly less amounts of PM10 due to a reduction in the amount of acreage to be 
graded.  Construction emissions would decrease by approximately 50 percent during the year 2007 
for construction of the remaining 200 units.   
 
Operations Emissions 
 
The operation emissions would vary per year based on the number of completed and occupied units.  
Operation emissions would reach a maximum at build out in the year 2008.  Emissions beyond the 
year 2008 are expected to decrease because vehicle emission factors for most pollutants would 
continue to decline each year as previously discussed under the Preferred Alternative.  At full 
occupancy, this alternative would result in an approximate 30 percent reduction in operations 
emissions compared to the Site 8 Alternative because there would be 600 fewer units. 
 
Thresholds for all criteria pollutants would not be exceeded for any year under General Conformity 
analysis.  As discussed under the Site 8 Alternative emissions from operations beyond the year 2008 
are expected to decrease because vehicle emission factors for most pollutants continue to decline 
each year. 
 
The emissions are also compared to the area’s annual emissions forecast, and it is shown that the 
project-related emissions would be much less than ten percent of the area emissions. 
 
The impact of CO emissions on a local scale should be analyzed if project impacts caused traffic at a 
nearby major intersection to operate at LOS E or F.  Site 2 Alternative would contribute to decreased 
LOS on the intersection of Pomerado Road and Scripps Poway Parkway.  The addition of project 
traffic would result in a decrease from LOS D to E during the AM peak hour and LOS E to F during 
the PM peak hour.  Although the proposed housing contributes to decreased LOS at this intersection, 
there are no residential receptors within 200 feet (61 meters) of the intersection.  The area is 
primarily commercial.  However, there may be other sensitive receptors near the intersection such as 
bus stops.  Therefore, a CO screening analysis was performed using the Transportation Project-
Level Carbon Monoxide Protocol discussed above and the calculations are included in the 
Appendix D.  The results are shown in Table 4.12-7.  The proposed project would not result in 
significant local level CO impacts. 
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Table 4.12-7.  CO Screening Analysis for  
Pomerado Road/Scripps Poway Parkway Intersection 

  
 

 
1-hour concentration (ppm) 

 
8-hour concentration (ppm)  

Background 
 

5.7 
 

3.0  
Proposed Action 

 
5.5 

 
3.0  

Total 
 

11.2 
 

6.0  
Federal standard 

 
35 

 
9.0 

 
 
With the forecast emissions less than the General Conformity de minimis levels, and less than ten 
percent of the forecast area emissions, the Site 2 Alternative would conform to the SIP and a formal 
conformity determination is not required.  There would be no local CO impacts.  Therefore, no 
significant air quality impact would occur.   
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
No significant air quality impacts were identified and no mitigation is required. 
 
4.12.4 Site 3 
 
Construction of the proposed housing and access road would require grading and preparation of 
approximately 233 acres (94 hectares).  Construction and operations emissions sources would be 
similar to those discussed under the Site 8 Alternative. 
 
Construction Emissions 
 
The proposed Site 3 Alternative involves the construction of up to 1,246 units.  The project 
construction is scheduled to begin in the year 2005 and to be completed with all units occupied by 
the year 2009.  It was assumed that 400 units would be constructed each year as discussed under the 
Site 8 Alternative.  Therefore, under the Site 3 Alternative, 400 units would be constructed during 
the years 2005 to 2007 and the remaining 46 units would be constructed in the year 2008.  Based on 
the construction of 400 units per year, the construction emissions would be similar to the levels 
generated under the Site 8 Alternative for the years 2005 and 2007.  However, the Site 3 Alternative 
would generate slightly less amounts of PM10 due to a reduction in the amount of acreage to be 
graded.  Construction emissions would decrease significantly during the year 2008 for construction 
of the remaining 46 units. 
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Operations Emissions 
 
The operation emissions would vary per year based on the number of completed and occupied units.  
Operation emissions would reach a maximum at build out in the year 2009.  At build out, this 
alternative would result in an approximate 20 percent reduction in operations emissions compared to 
the Site 8 Alternative there would be 354 fewer units. 
 
Thresholds for all criteria pollutants would not be exceeded for any year under General Conformity 
analysis.  Emissions beyond the year 2009 are expected to decrease because vehicle emission factors 
for most pollutants would continue to decline each year as previously discussed under the Site 8 
Alternative. 
 
The emissions are also compared to the area’s annual emissions forecast, and it is shown that the 
project-related emissions would be much less than ten percent of the area emissions. 
 
The impact of CO emissions on a local scale should be analyzed if project impacts at a nearby major 
intersection to degrade to LOS E or F or significantly increased congestion at an intersection with 
existing LOS E or F.  With the implementation of the proposed traffic mitigation measures, all 
project-related impacts to roadways and intersections in the project area would be reduced to a level 
of insignificance.  In fact, the mitigation measures would result in improvements to levels of service 
at intersections in the project area.  Therefore, further analysis of potential local level CO impacts is 
not required. 
 
With the forecast emissions less than the General Conformity de minimis levels, and less than ten 
percent of the forecast area emissions, the Site 3 Alternative would conform to the SIP and a formal 
conformity determination would not be required.  There would be no local CO impacts.  Therefore, 
no significant air quality impact would occur.   
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
No significant air quality impacts were identified and no mitigation is required. 
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4.12.5 No Action Alternative 
 
Impacts 
 
With adoption of the No Action Alternative, the proposed housing would not be constructed, and no 
new traffic would be generated.  There would be no air quality impacts. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
No mitigation measures are required. 
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4.13 NOISE 
 
Noise impacts could occur during construction and occupation of the housing units by residents.  
Construction equipment noise levels range widely as a function of the equipment used and the 
activity level, or duty cycle.  In a typical construction project, the loudest short-term noise levels, for 
a few minutes during each cycle, are those of earth moving equipment under full load, which are on 
the order of 90 dBA at a distance of 50 feet (15 meters) from the noise source.  Construction 
equipment noise is usually considered as a point source, with attenuation at a rate of 6 dBA per 
doubling of distance (e.g., a noise level of 90 dBA at 50 feet (15 meters) will be 84 dBA at 100 feet 
(30 meters), 78 dBA at 200 feet (61 meters), and 65 dBA at 900 feet (274 meters).  The nature of 
construction projects, with equipment moving from one point to another, work breaks, and idle time, 
is such that long-term noise averages are usually less than short-term noise levels.  For purposes of 
analysis on this project, a maximum one-hour average noise level of 80 dBA at a distance of 50 feet 
(15 meters) from the construction area may be assumed. 
 
After site preparation, noise would be generated by other diesel-engine-driven and gas-engine-driven 
equipment and by normal construction activities such as the use of power saws, drills and hammers.  
Based on the projected construction activities, noise levels would likely average 65-75 dBA Leq at a 
distance of 50 feet (15 meters). 
 
Noise would be generated off site by construction vehicle traffic, including the delivery of 
equipment and materials, the removal of spoils, and the commuting of the crew. 
 
After occupation of the housing units, noise generated on site by the implementation of the proposed 
project would include typical residential sounds of yard maintenance, children, barking dogs, 
delivery trucks, garbage trucks, and street cleaners.  Noise would also be generated by heating, 
ventilating, and air conditioning (HVAC) equipment.  Noise would be generated off site by the 
vehicle traffic that would result from use of the proposed housing units. 
 
This section of the EIS addresses noise impacts to human receptors; noise impacts to sensitive 
species are addressed in Section 4.7. 
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4.13.1 Site 8 
 
Site 8A – Santo Road Access (Preferred Alternative) 
 
Impacts 
 
Noise/Land Use Compatibility 
 
The principal future noise source to Site 8 would be traffic noise from SR 52.  The forecast buildout 
volume (2020) for SR 52 east of Santo Road is 138,000 ADT, more than double the existing volume 
of 63,400 (Caltrans 2000).  Traffic noise levels to the nearest parts of Site 8 where there would be 
residential uses were estimated at 58-63 dBA CNEL, using the SOUND32 version of the FHWA 
Highway Traffic Noise Model (Caltrans 1995).  Site 8 is located adjacent to, and outside of the 60 
dBA CNEL aircraft noise contour for MCAS Miramar.  Noise levels would be less than the 65 dBA 
CNEL noise/land use compatibility threshold used by the Department of the Navy, MCAS Miramar, 
and the City of San Diego, and the State of California.  Therefore, there would be no significant 
noise/land use compatibility impact.  
 
NAVFAC P-970 recommends designing for interior noise levels of 45 dBA Leq for sleeping areas 
and 50 dBA Leq for other residential activities.  This recommendation is consistent with Title 24 of 
the California Administration Code which requires residences other than detached single-family 
dwellings to be designed to prevent the intrusion of exterior noise so that the interior CNEL 
attributable to exterior sources, shall not exceed 45 dBA in any habitable room.  The NAVFAC 
P-970 criterion would be applied to the design of the proposed housing units. 
 
Noise at Site Boundaries 
 
The only potential noise source of concern at site boundaries would be HVAC equipment, if the 
units are located on the exterior of the buildings.  There are no Navy or Marine Corps requirements 
or guidelines for noise levels at internal or external site boundaries.  The proposed housing would be 
on federally owned land and exempt from local requirements.  However, the City of San Diego noise 
ordinance is used as a standard for impact assessment.  It is assumed that the proposed housing 
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would be in the R-3, R-4 zone1 for the City of San Diego, and the limiting standard is the nighttime 
one hour average noise limit of 50 dBA Leq.  In order to avoid an adverse impact, the HVAC 
equipment should be selected and installed to comply with the 50 dBA Leq limit at each “boundary” 
between residential buildings.  The limit should also be applied at the external boundaries where 
there is a potential for the future building of residential property.  It is recommended that the noise 
performance specification for each HVAC unit be established at less than 50 dBA Leq, because there 
may be noise at boundary points from more than one HVAC unit, as well as from other sources. 
 
Noise to Off-site Residences 
 
Most vehicle traffic to and from Site 8 would use roads that do not have adjacent residential land 
use, such as SR 52, I-15, and Miramar Way.  It is forecast that the Proposed Action would add a 
traffic volume of 2,304 ADT to Santo Road, south of SR 52, where there is adjacent residential use.  
The increase in traffic volume would increase the Santo Road traffic noise levels at the residences by 
less than one dBA, a less than significant impact. 
 
Construction Noise 
 
The nearest sensitive human receptors to the Site 8 housing area are more than 1 mile 
(1.6 kilometers) south of the site, south of SR 52.  The nearest homes to the proposed access road are 
approximately 900 feet (279 meters) south of the road and south of the freeway.  At these distances, 
there would be no impact from construction noise at Site 8 or the site access road.  Construction 
traffic would include heavy trucks bringing equipment and materials to the site.  The principal truck 
access route would be from I-15 and SR 52, and would not have an adverse impact on any residential 
receptors. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
No significant noise impacts to human receptors are anticipated; therefore, no mitigation measures 
are required. 
 

                                                           
1 The City of San Diego has recently changed their zoning code, and current designations do not match 

those of the noise ordinance.  However, the intent of the noise ordinance is to have different limits for single-family, 
duplex, and multi-family zones. 
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Site 8B – SR 52 Interchange (Alternative Access) 
 
Impacts 
 
Noise/land use compatibility, site boundary, and noise to off-site residences impacts would be the 
same as described for Site 8A.  The nearest residences to the proposed interchange are more than 
1 mile (1.6 kilometers) to the west.  There would be no construction noise impact to human receptors 
from work at the housing site or at the interchange site.  Please see Section 4.7 regarding noise 
impacts to sensitive species. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
No significant noise impacts to human receptors are anticipated; therefore, no mitigation measures 
are required. 
 
4.13.2 Site 2 
 
Impacts 
 
Noise/Land Use Compatibility 
 
The principal source of vehicle noise to Site 2 would be traffic on Pomerado Road.  The forecast 
buildout volume (2020) is 18,100 ADT (Appendix C).  Traffic noise levels to the nearest proposed 
residential area on Site 2, which would be approximately 850 feet (259 meters) from Pomerado 
Road, would be less than 55 dBA CNEL.  Site 2 is located outside of the 60 dBA CNEL aircraft 
noise contour for MCAS Miramar.  Noise levels would be less than the 65 dBA CNEL noise/land 
use compatibility threshold used by the Department of the Navy, MCAS Miramar, the City of San 
Diego, and the State of California.  Therefore, there would be no significant noise/land use 
compatibility impact.  As described for Site 8, P-970 design criteria would be included in the project 
to assure a compatible interior noise level. 
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Noise at Site Boundaries 
 
Noise impacts would be similar to those described for Site 8.  The difference between Site 2 and Site 
8 is that for Site 8, the property adjacent to the Site 8 development area is within MCAS Miramar, 
whereas with Site 2, some adjacent property is outside the MCAS Miramar boundaries.  This off- 
site property is zoned for single family residential use, and the noise ordinance standard applied for 
HVAC equipment noise at the boundary should be 45 dBA Leq. 
 
Noise to Off-site Residences 
 
The proposed project would generate an estimated 6,000 ADT, including 5,100 ADT on Pomerado 
Road south of the site access road.  The existing traffic noise is estimated at 65-66 dBA CNEL at 
homes adjacent to Pomerado Road south of Spring Canyon Road.  The increase in traffic noise as a 
result of the project would result in an approximate 1.5 dBA increase in ambient noise levels.  
Changes in noise of less than 3 dBA are not generally perceived by the human ear; therefore, noise 
increases of less than 3 dBA are not considered significant.  However, the existing noise level at 
these residences is at the City of San Diego limit for noise/land use compatibility, and the additional 
traffic noise attributable to the Proposed Action, along with projected noise from traffic increases not 
related to the family housing project, would be considered cumulatively significant. 
 
Traffic noise impacts to residences further southwest on Pomerado Road and to other roadways 
affected by project traffic would be less than on Pomerado Road south of the site access, and would 
not be significant. 
 
Construction Noise 
 
The closest residences to Site 2 would be the homes on Pomerado Road across from the site access 
road, and homes on Birch Bluff Avenue which would be approximately 500 feet (152 meters) 
southwest of one area of Site 2.  Construction noise from grading and building of the access road 
entrance would be heard periodically at the closest residences, but would often be masked by the 
traffic noise on Pomerado Road.  Noise levels would not be anticipated to exceed 75 dBA Leq, and 
would be reduced as the construction moves eastward.  Noise levels at the homes on Birch Bluff 
Avenue would not be anticipated to exceed 65 dBA Leq.  Direct construction noise impacts would 
not be significant. 
 



4.13 Noise  
 
 

  
Page 4.13-6 MFH Project EIS 
 8K050/CHAPTER 04.13   6/20/03 

The construction of Site 2 would result in additional truck traffic on Pomerado Road between I-15 
and the Site 2 access road for the duration of construction.  Daytime noise levels may be increased 
by 1-3 dBA Leq, while evening and nighttime noise levels would not be affected.  The impact would 
be adverse, but would not be significant. 
 
The following construction measures would be incorporated into project design and specifications to 
further minimize construction noise impacts to human sensitive receptors. 
 
$ Construction shall be limited to the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. 
 
$ Construction equipment shall be equipped with mufflers with noise reduction capability equal to, 

or better than, original factory equipment. 
 
$ Staging areas shall be located as far as feasible from residences, with a minimum distance of 300 

feet (9 meters).  Equipment maintenance and other noisy work in staging areas shall occur only 
during the hours allowed for construction. 

 
$ If temporary traffic control devices are required on Pomerado Road, they shall be powered by 

battery or solar sources, and not by internal combustion engines. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
No significant direct noise impacts to human receptors are anticipated; therefore, no mitigation 
measures are required. 
 
4.13.3 Site 3 
 
Impacts 
 
Noise/Land Use Compatibility 
 
The principal source of vehicle noise to Site 3 would be traffic on I-15, which is approximately 
8,000 feet (2,432 meters) west of the site.  Traffic noise from I-15 would be minimal due to the 
distance of the site to I-15 and by the intervening topography.  Site 3 is located inside of the 60 dBA 
CNEL aircraft noise contour for MCAS Miramar.  Noise from Marine Corp training areas adjacent 
to Site 3 would not be anticipated to have an adverse impact to future residents.  Noise levels would 
be less than the 65 dBA CNEL noise/land use compatibility threshold used by the Department of the 
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Navy, MCAS Miramar, the City of San Diego, and the State of California.  Therefore, there would 
be no significant noise/land use compatibility impact.  As described for Site 8, P-970 design criteria 
would be included in the project to assure a compatible interior noise level. 
 
Noise at Site Boundaries 
 
Noise sources and impacts would be similar to those described for Site 2.  
 
Noise to Off-Site Residences 
 
The proposed project would generate an estimated 7,476 ADT.  Most of this traffic would go to and 
from the site on I-15 and Miramar Way.  A volume of 224 ADT is projected to use Pomerado Road 
east of I-15.  The addition of traffic noise to receptors adjacent to Pomerado Road would be 
negligible. 
 
Construction Noise 
 
The closest residences to Site 3 would be the homes on Rue Biarritz approximately 400 feet (122 
meters) north of the northernmost part of Site 3.  Construction noise from grading and building 
would be heard periodically at the closest residences.  Noise levels would not be anticipated to 
exceed 75 dBA Leq, and would be most apparent only when construction would occur near the 
northen part of the site.  Construction vehicle traffic would not be anticipated on residential streets.  
Construction noise impacts would not be significant. 
 
The following construction measures would be incorporated into project design and specifications to 
further minimize construction noise impacts to human sensitive receptors. 
 
$ Construction shall be limited to the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. 
 
$ Construction equipment shall be equipped with mufflers with noise reduction capability equal to, 

or better than, original factory equipment. 
 
$ Staging areas shall be located as far as feasible from residences, with a minimum distance of 300 

feet (9 meters).  Equipment maintenance and other noisy work in staging areas shall occur only 
during the hours allowed for construction. 

 



4.13 Noise  
 
 

  
Page 4.13-8 MFH Project EIS 
 8K050/CHAPTER 04.13   6/20/03 

$ If temporary traffic control devices are required on Pomerado Road, they shall be powered by 
battery or solar sources, and not by internal combustion engines. 

 
Mitigation Measures 
 
No significant direct noise impacts to human receptors are anticipated; therefore, no mitigation 
measures are required. 
 
4.13.4 No Action Alternative 
 
Impacts 
 
With the No Action Alternative, there would be no construction or traffic associated with the 
proposed housing development, and no resultant noise.  Existing on-site and off-site noise levels 
would remain. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
No significant impacts would occur under the No Action Alternative.  Therefore, no mitigation is 
required. 
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4.14 PUBLIC SAFETY/ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH AND SAFETY RISKS TO 
CHILDREN 

 
4.14.1 Site 8 
 
Site 8A – Santo Road Access (Preferred Alternative) 
 
Impacts 
 
Munitions and Explosives of Concern 
 
As discussed in Section 3.14, a total of five historic ranges overlap the boundary of Site 8A.  These 
ranges contain MEC materials from small arms and artillery use.  The primary explosive safety 
hazards associated with MEC may include blast pressure, fragmentation hazards, and thermal 
hazards.  
 
Blast Pressure is the almost instantaneous pressure increase resulting from a violent release of 
energy from a detonation in a gaseous medium (e.g., air).   
 
 Fragmentation hazards result from the shattering of an explosive container or from the secondary 
fragmentation of items in close proximity to an explosion.   
 
Thermal hazards are those resulting from heat and flame caused by a deflagration or detonation.   
 
There is a potential for significant public safety impacts associated with both construction and 
occupancy of Site 8A due to potential contact with MEC materials. 
 
Short-term Impacts.  Potential on-site impacts to construction workers would be associated with 
potential contact with MEC materials during site preparation.  These short-term potential impacts 
would be mitigated through construction design and operation measures discussed in the mitigation 
section.  Implementation of these mitigation measures would also eliminate on-site public safety 
risks associated with long-term occupancy of Site 8A. 
 
Long-term Impacts.  There is also a potential for long-term significant impacts associated with 
unintentional detonation of UXO materials within historic ranges outside of the fenced MFH 
footprint.  Potential safety hazards are the same as described above.  These long-term potential 
impacts would be mitigated through establishment of a safety buffer zone and post-construction 
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mitigation and monitoring measures described in the mitigation section.  The safety buffer zone 
represents the safety distance arc intended to provide protection to residents from unintentional 
detonation from off-site UXO blast effects and fragmentation. 
 
MEC/UXO response actions discussed below under mitigation measures would follow DOD/Navy 
policy regarding munitions response planning and remediation, and CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 960 et 
seq.  DON considers CERCLA the appropriate framework for addressing potential exposure to 
MEC/UXO. 
 
Electromagnetic Radiation Hazards, Explosive Safety Quantity Distance Arcs, and Accident 
Potential Zones 
 
As discussed in Section 3.14.2, Site 8A does not contain electromagnetic radiation hazards, ESQD 
arcs, or APZs.  Therefore, no impacts would occur with implementation of Site 8A. 
 
Ranges 
 
A segment of the access road from Site 8A currently overlaps a portion of the SDZ for the pistol 
range complex.  Development of the Preferred Alternative would have a potentially significant 
public safety impact on persons using the access road. 
 
Environmental Health and Safety Risks to Children 
 
Regarding environmental health and safety risks to children, there is not a disproportionately high 
percentage of children who would be directly affected by the Proposed Action.  Children within 
neighborhoods, schools, or neighborhood parks nearest the project area are far enough away that the 
Proposed Action would not directly impact them.  Children in those neighborhoods, schools, or 
neighborhood parks would not be subject to disproportionately high environmental health risks or 
safety risks from construction and operation of the proposed MFH project.  Children within the MFH 
site could be exposed to potential risks associated with MEC.  However, the measures discussed 
below would reduce the potential health risks to below the level of significance for children located 
on base in MFH as well as children living off base. 
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Mitigation Measures 
 
Munitions and Explosives of Concern 
 
Short-term.  The mitigation measures discussed in this section would ensure that short-term impacts 
would not be significant. 
 
The following specific procedures would be implemented during the MEC removal, soil excavation 
and MFH infrastructure construction for the developable footprint of Site 8A and the 100-foot 
firebreak zone around the perimeter of the housing site: 
 
• Development and implementation of an environmental protection plan (EPP) and explosive 

safety submittal (ESS) to ensure environmental mitigation commitments are being met and 
explosive safety hazards minimized.   

• Prior to conducting geophysical search and MEC removal, the entire MFH site would be 
surveyed and cleared of vegetation.  Specific environmental mitigation commitments associated 
with removal of on-site vegetation can be found in Section 4.7 (Biological Resources).  Brush 
clearance on areas with slopes under 30 percent would include removal of the brush to ground 
surface level to accommodate the use of towed and man-portable detection equipment.  On areas 
with greater than 30 percent slope, brush would be cleared in lanes sufficiently wide to 
accommodate movement of personnel and hand-held magnetometers.  Site clearance would be 
an iterative process of MEC removal and placement of excavated soil in canyons.  MEC would 
be detected and removed down to 3 feet.   

• To increase the confidence level that MEC has been detected and safely removed, the site would 
be checked by the contractor’s quality control and also verified by the government’s quality 
assurance measures.   

• All MEC surface and subsurface anomalies would be located and geo-referenced for 
reacquisition during the removal process.   

• Any MEC materials not detected previously would likely be identified visually by qualified 
UXO technicians during this phase.   

• The upper 3-foot layer of cleared soil shall be removed and placed in the canyon. 
 
This process - detect and remove MEC then remove three feet of soil – would be repeated until no 
MEC or potential anomaly is detected.  It is unlikely that more than two iterative cycles would be 
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necessary, due to the poorly graded surface soils and interbedded conglomerate matrix that is very 
resistant to penetration by MEC items, and in light of penetration depths encountered during the 
MEC removal efforts at Tierrasanta and Mission Trails (typically found to be 3 feet or less for even 
the largest ordnance items).  The specific requirements for the characterization, removal and disposal 
of soil on the site would be determined under CERCLA. 
 
Mass excavation of soil would directly follow the iterative MEC removal process that includes the 
following steps:   
 
• The mass excavated soil would be placed as fill over the soil previously cleared of MEC, serving 

as a cap.  The depth of soil cap would not be less than 2 feet.   

• Ground cover or soil stabilization measures would be employed over the filled areas in the 
canyon to minimize erosion.   

• During the mass soil excavation and filling, site infrastructure and foundation work, qualified 
UXO technicians would be on site to oversee the intrusive operations.   

• Mass excavation is anticipated to over-excavate soil at least 2 feet, followed by backfilling and 
compacting with clean material prior to constructing houses. 

 
Long-term.  The following mitigation measures would ensure that long-term impacts would not be 
significant. 
 
A safety buffer zone would be established around the perimeter of Site 8 (Figure 4.14-1).  The safety 
buffer zone would be identified based on historic ranges that overlap the Site 8 and extend off-site 
within station boundaries.  The size of the safety buffer zone would be based on the MEC 
encountered and the safe distances prescribed in EOD Publication 60A-1-1-4, Table 2-4. 
 
The following site-specific procedures would be implemented during the MEC surface clearance 
activities for the Site 8 buffer areas: 
 
• The MEC clearance activities would include development and implementation of an EPP and 

ESS to ensure environmental mitigation commitments are being met and explosive safety 
hazards minimized.   



���������

���� � ���� ����

��	
�����
��������������

����	��������������������� �!�������� ��������	
��

�����������������

�	
�����������
����������	
��������������������
���������������� ��!�"!�"�#

����"

����#

�����

��������������$�����%��������

&'��&�
���
��	�(�
 

�
�)���(�
�*�������)
���
����� +	���
,����

�
�)���(�
�*�����
�+	���


-./.�0



4.14  Public Safety/Environmental Health and Safety Risks to Children 
 
 

 
MFH Project EIS  Page 4.14-7 
8K050/CHAPTER 04.14   6/20/03 

• Prior to conducting the detector-aided surface MEC removal, the entire buffer area would be 
surveyed.  Selective trimming of vegetation would be conducted to facilitate MEC clearance 
activities.  Brush clearance within the buffer areas would include trimming of the brush within 
identified access lanes to accommodate the use of man-portable detection equipment, and  
provide for emergency egress.  On areas with greater than 30 percent slope, special field 
procedures, including use of climbing gear, would be used to accommodate movement of 
personnel.  Site clearance would consist of a detector-aided visual acquisition of surface MEC 
materials and removal of any UXO and MEC scrap materials.  No intrusive investigation or 
removal of subsurface anomalies would be undertaken. 

• To increase the confidence level that surface MEC has been detected and safely removed, the 
site would be checked by the contractor’s quality control and also verified by the government’s 
quality assurance. 

 
The final dimensions of the safety buffer zone would be determined under CERCLA after approval 
of an ESS by the Department of Defense Explosive Safety Board (DDESB) and documentation of 
site-specific MEC materials encountered within the safety buffer areas.  Figure 4.14-1 portrays the 
practical NEPA limits of the buffers using DoD/Navy explosives safety planning criteria.  However, 
MEC response investigations at the selected site combined with risk analysis may alter or reduce the 
final safety buffer configuration.  The planned MEC/UXO response at the selected site will follow 
DoD/Navy policy regarding munitions response planning and remediation, and CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. 
§ 960 et. seq. 
 
For areas of Site 8 requiring a safety buffer zone, an 8-foot containment fence would be constructed 
at the far extent of the 100-foot firebreak and the beginning of the safety buffer zone.  A fence or 
other appropriate engineering controls would be provided around the exterior of the permanent 
safety buffer perimeter.   
 
Post-Construction Mitigation and Monitoring Measures.  Various land use controls would be 
implemented under CERCLA after the MEC/UXO response action to reduce the potential risk to 
human health and the environment from any remaining MEC materials at Site 8 and its surrounding 
buffer areas.  Land use controls are mechanisms designed to protect the public from explosive safety 
hazards as well as hazardous substances in soil by limiting the use or access to the selected site.  
Land use controls are generally comprised of legal mechanisms, engineering controls and 
educational programs.  The site-specific land use controls that may be employed at the selected site 
and surrounding buffer areas would be tailored to address MEC encountered during the investigation 
and cleanup phases and may include the following: 
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• Legal mechanisms including easements, covenants, restrictive covenants, zoning, permitting 

siting restrictions and base master planning to limit the exposure to explosive safety hazards.  
Base master planning would prevent the siting of non-compatible land uses adjacent to the MFH 
site and would promote base-wide planning measures designed to optimize continued 
sustainability of existing range and training areas.   

• Engineering controls designed to limit public exposure to explosive safety hazards that would 
take into consideration the surrounding land use, where the potential for unrestricted access may 
have adverse effects.  Specific engineering controls that may be implemented at the selected site 
include warning signage, landscaping, double fencing at the buffer areas, security measures, 
onsite surveillance, and fire management zones.  Each is designed to restrict and visitors access 
to the safety buffer zone.  

• Educational programs to be used as part of a comprehensive strategy to protect human health and 
tailored to the site-specific MEC hazards.  Examples of educational programs that would be 
employed at the selected site include rental notices, educational materials and annual MEC 
awareness programs for the MFH management personnel.  Similar educational training used at 
adjacent communities (e.g., Tierrasanta) includes a video produced by the City of San Diego that 
is used in the local schools.  Rental agreements would require a notification of potential MEC 
hazards in the surrounding canyon areas and help focus on the potential UXO problem and the 
hazards of allowing their children to play offsite.  Public information would also be made 
available at the local libraries regarding former use of the site by the military. 

• A 5-year monitoring review under CERCLA would be conducted to assess the level of 
protectiveness.  This would include a review of the continued effectiveness of the MEC/UXO 
response action and land use controls.  It would also include a limited visual inspection for the 
presence of any MEC within the project area, as well as engineering controls and soil 
erosion/stability.  This monitoring may also entail a survey of housing residents to validate 
whether residents are actually receiving awareness training, and validation of public outreach 
programs; a partial sweep of the buffer zone to check on the thoroughness of the original MEC 
detection and removal; and review of any incidents or MEC discoveries by residents or Station 
personnel. 

 
Electromagnetic Radiation Hazards, Explosive Safety Quantity Distance Arcs, and Accident 
Potential Zones 
 
No impacts were identified and no mitigation is necessary. 
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Ranges 
 
Development of the access road would result in a significant public safety impact because a portion 
of the access road would be within the SDZ of the pistol range complex.  This impact would be 
avoided by including safety measures at the range such as baffling.  Alternatively, the pistol range 
complex may be relocated to eliminate the public safety impact.  NEPA documentation would be 
performed for this action should it be selected.  Therefore, there would be no significant public 
safety impact associated with the SDZ of the pistol range complex. 
 
Environmental Health and Safety Risks to Children 
 
No additional mitigation is necessary beyond the measures identified for MEC. 
 
Site 8B – SR 52 Interchange (Alternative Access) 
 
Impacts 
 
Public safety impacts would be the same as under the Preferred Alternative, except for the access 
conflict with the SDZ of the pistol range complex.  By accessing the site via a new interchange from 
SR 52 there would not be a public safety impact along the access road.   
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
Mitigation measures would be the same as those described under Site 8A. 
 
4.14.2 Site 2 
 
Impacts 
 
Munitions and Explosives of Concern 
 
As discussed in Section 3.14, a total of three historic ranges overlap the boundary of Site 2.  These 
ranges contain MEC materials from small arms, submachine guns, hand grenades, explosives and 
demolitions, and 60 – 81 mm mortars.  The primary explosive safety hazards associated with  
MEC may include blast pressure, fragmentation hazards, and thermal hazards and are discussed 
under Site 8A. 
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There is a potential for significant public safety impacts associated with both construction and 
occupancy of Site 2 due to potential contact with MEC materials.  Potential short-term and long-term 
impacts would be the same as those discussed for Site 8A. 
 
MEC/UXO response actions discussed below under mitigation measures would follow DOD/Navy 
policy regarding munitions response planning and remediation, and CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 960 et. 
seq.  DON considers CERCLA the appropriate framework for addressing potential exposure to 
MEC/UXO. 
 
Electromagnetic Radiation Hazards, Explosive Safety Quantity Distance Arcs, and Accident 
Potential Zones 
 
There would be no electromagnetic radiation hazards, ESQD arcs, or APZs that would affect the site.   
 
Ranges 
 
Site 2 is not located within the SDZ of the pistol range complex or the new pistol and rifle range.  
Therefore, no impacts have been identified. 
 
Environmental Health and Safety Risks to Children 
 
Regarding environmental health and safety risks to children, impacts would be the same of those 
discussed under Site 8A. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
Munitions and Explosives of Concern  
 
Implementation of the measures discussed above for Site 8A would reduce public safety impacts to 
less than significant. 
 
Electromagnetic Radiation Hazards, Explosive Safety Quantity Distance Arcs, and Accident 
Potential Zones 
 
No impacts were identified and no mitigation is necessary. 
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Ranges 
 
No impacts were identified and no mitigation is necessary. 
 
Environmental Health and Safety Risks to Children 
 
No additional mitigation is necessary beyond the measures identified for MEC. 
 
4.14.3 Site 3 
 
Impacts 
 
Munitions and Explosives of Concern 
 
As discussed in Section 3.14, a total of four historic ranges overlap the boundary of Site 3.  These 
ranges contain MEC materials from small arms, machine guns and 37 mm anti-tank projectiles.  The 
primary explosive safety hazards associated with MEC may include blast pressure, fragmentation 
hazards, and thermal hazards and are discussed under Site 8A.  
 
There is a potential for significant public safety impacts associated with both construction and 
occupancy of Site 3 due to potential contact with MEC materials.  Potential short-term and long-term 
impacts would be the same as those discussed for Site 8A. 
 
MEC/UXO response actions discussed below under mitigation measures would follow DOD/Navy 
policy regarding munitions response planning and remediation, and CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 960 et. 
seq.  DON considers CERCLA the appropriate framework for addressing potential exposure to 
MEC/UXO. 
 
Electromagnetic Radiation Hazards, Explosive Safety Quantity Distance Arcs, and Accident 
Potential Zones 
 
There would be no electromagnetic radiation hazards, ESQD arcs, or APZs that would affect the site.  
Therefore, no impacts have been identified.  
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Ranges 
 
Site 3 is not located within the SDZ of the pistol range complex or the new pistol and rifle range.  
Therefore, no impacts have been identified. 
 
Environmental Health and Safety Risks to Children 
 
Regarding environmental health and safety risks to children, impacts would be the same of those 
discussed under Site 8A. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
Munitions and Explosives of Concern 
 
Implementation of the measures discussed above for Site 8A would reduce public safety impacts to 
less than significant. 
 
Electromagnetic Radiation Hazards, Explosive Safety Quantity Distance Arcs, and Accident 
Potential Zones 
 
No impacts were identified and no mitigation is necessary. 
 
Ranges 
 
No impacts were identified and no mitigation is necessary. 
 
Environmental Health and Safety Risks to Children 
 
No additional mitigation is necessary beyond the measures identified for MEC. 
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4.14.4 No Action 
 
Impacts 
 
The proposed MFH would not be developed under this alternative.  All current conditions would be 
expected to continue.  Because the MFH project would not be built, no public safety impacts would 
result. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
No public safety impacts would occur with implementation of the No Action Alternative; therefore, 
no mitigation measures would be required. 
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CHAPTER 5.0 
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

 
 
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires an analysis of the incremental effects of an 
action that are cumulatively considerable when viewed in connection with closely related present, 
planned and reasonably foreseeable future actions.  The contribution of a proposed action to the 
overall cumulative impacts in the region is of particular concern.  In general, effects of a particular 
action or group of actions must meet the following criteria to be considered cumulative impacts: 
 

• Effects of several actions occur in a common locale or region; 
• Effects are not localized (i.e., can contribute to effects of an action in a different location; 
• Effects on a particular resource are similar in nature (i.e., affects the same specific element of 

a resource); and  
• Effects are long-term, short-term impacts dissipate over time and cease to contribute to 

cumulative impacts.   
 
The purpose of the proposed MFH development is to provide additional suitable, affordable housing 
units to military families in the San Diego region.  The proposed project does not represent an influx 
of new population into the region as the majority of enlisted personnel and their families that would 
be assigned to these MFH units currently reside in the area.  As such, the impacts associated with the 
proposed project are for the most part related to the construction of the MFH and are therefore, 
short-term in nature.  As stated above, short-term impacts dissipate over time and cease to contribute 
to cumulative impacts.  Therefore, projects discussed below are those that have the potential to 
interact directly or indirectly with the Proposed Action.  Other projects that do not have the potential 
to interact cumulatively with the Proposed Action are not addressed in this EIS.   
 
Section 5.1 provides a description of the relevant projects with respect to potential cumulative 
impacts with the Proposed Action.  Section 5.2 provides a summary of potential cumulative 
environmental impacts associated with the Proposed Action. 
 
5.1 OTHER PLANNED PROJECTS IN THE VICINITY OF THE PROPOSED ACTION 
 
This section describes on-going or reasonable foreseeable actions in the vicinity of the Proposed 
Action that could contribute incrementally to cumulative environmental impacts.  These actions are 
neither dependent on the Proposed Action addressed in this EIS nor part of it.  Where, applicable, 
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environmental analysis of the other actions addressed in this section has been or will be conducted 
separately, with the results of those analyses incorporated into documents prepared specifically for 
these actions.  The planned actions listed in this section as shown on Table 5-1 are expected to be 
completed within the next five years. 
 
 

Table 5-1.  Cumulative Projects in the Vicinity of the Proposed Project 
 

Project Name Approved or Proposed Uses Anticipated Buildout Date 
Rifle/Pistol Range at 
MCAS Miramar 

Rifle/pistol range and supporting 
facilities on 30 acres (12 hectares) 2003 

ENPEX 
Electric power plant and ancillary 
facilities on a 60-acre parcel on 
MCAS Miramar 

Unknown 

MV-22 

Replacement of CH-46E medium-
lift helicopters with the MV-22 
Osprey for the Third and Fourth 
Marine Aircraft Wings 

Unknown 

VA Cemetery Proposed 200,000-grave national 
cemetery at MCAS Miramar Unknown 

Rancho Encantada 

2,058 total acre development 
829 single family dwelling units 
106 Multi-family dwelling units 
25.8 acres school/park sites 
4.8 acres (2.0 hectares) institution 

Under construction and 
anticipated to be built out 

by 2007 

 
 
Rifle/Pistol Range at MCAS Miramar 
 
The Marine Corps completed a Final Environmental Assessment (EA) in June 2001 for a rifle/pistol 
range located within an area in East Miramar known as Green Farms.  The range has been certified 
and is nearly completed.  The rifle/pistol range footprint comprises approximately 30 acres (12 
hectares) and includes a rifle range, pistol range, and support facilities.  The rifle range includes 50 
firing lanes and the pistol range includes 25 firing lanes.  Support facilities for the weapons training 
operations consist of a Range Control Building with office and classroom space, an armory, a target 
repair/storage area, restroom, and parking lot. 
 
ENPEX 
 
In accordance with Section 2831 of Public Law 107-314, a 60-acre parcel on MCAS Miramar may 
be conveyed to ENPEX Corporation for the production of electric power and related ancillary 
facilities in exchange for conveyance of a parcel of property with an unspecified number of MFH 
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units.  Given that both the location of the 60-acre parcel on MCAS Miramar for the electric power 
facility and the location and number of MFH units to be exchanged are not known at this time, the 
cumulative impacts cannot be identified because it is too speculative until lengthy study efforts and 
other preliminary steps for the conveyances are accomplished.  However, both the construction and 
operation of both the electric power facility and new MFH would be subject to the appropriate 
environmental documentation under both NEPA and the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA). 
 
MV-22 
 
DON is preparing an EIS for the introduction of the MV-22 Osprey to the Third and Fourth marine 
Aircraft Wings to replace the veteran CH-46E medium-lift helicopters, which the USMC plans to 
remove from service.  The MV-22 could potentially be based at MCAS Camp Pendleton, MCAS 
Miramar, MCAS Yuma, Naval Air Facility El Centro, and Edwards Air Force Base.   
 
Department of Veterans Affairs National Cemetery 
 
The Department of Veterans Affairs (VA) has recently initiated planning for a proposed 200,000-
grave national cemetery at MCAS Miramar.  The proposed cemetery would be a partnership between 
the VA and DON to ease the shortage of burial plots in San Diego for honorably discharged veterans 
and their families.  Project approval including location, acreage, public entrance, and NEPA 
documentation is expected to take up to three years. 
 
Rancho Encantada Precise Plan 
 
Rancho Encantada, an off-station private sector development, is located between the MCAS 
Miramar northeastern boundary immediately north of MFH Site 2 and the South Poway Business 
Industrial Park/Scripps Poway Parkway, is a proposed 2,658-acre development that would consist of 
the Montecito residential project (278 acres), the Sycamore Estates residential project (2,132 acres), 
and City of San Diego open space area (248 acres).  The Precise Plan calls for a total of 278 single-
family units at Montecito and a total of 557 single family and 106 multi-family residential units 
(affordable housing) at Sycamore Estates.  An approximately 20-acre elementary school/public park 
site is proposed within Sycamore Estates.  Other proposed land uses within the development include 
two institutional areas totaling 11.4 acres that could accommodate such uses as churches, nurseries, 
recreational uses, and public utilities; and 1,989 acres of open space.  The Final Environmental 
Impact Report on the Rancho Encantada Precise Plan was approved in August 2001 (Joyce 2002).  
The project is currently under construction and is anticipated to be built out by 2007. 
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5.2 ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS OF CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 
 
The planned actions discussed in Section 5.1 above were evaluated for cumulative impacts related to 
the environmental resources discussed in this EIS.  The localized nature of certain environmental 
effects, the short-term nature and timing of construction effects, and comprehensive Station-wide 
policies for managing environmental resources and mitigation of impacts are all factors which were 
considered in the significance of environmental impacts.  Construction and occupancy of the MFH 
units will be conducted in four phases.  Construction of MFH is anticipated to begin in 2005 and be 
completed by 2009.  It is assumed that approximately 25 percent of the 1,600 units (400 units) would 
be constructed each year.  Occupancy of the MFH will occur following completion of each of the 
four phases of construction.  The potential for an overlap of adverse impacts with respect to the 
construction schedule and occupancy of MFH units was used as the basis for analysis. 
 
Effects of the Proposed Action for the MFH sites on land use; socioeconomics; utilities; public 
services (excluding police services and schools); cultural resources; soils and geology; water 
resources; and hazardous wastes, substances and materials are not significant and would not 
incrementally contribute to a significant cumulative impact associated with the other planned 
projects discussed in subsection 5.1.  The Proposed Action would have a beneficial socioeconomic 
impact by providing needed MFH.  Potential cumulative effects of the Proposed Action could occur 
with regard to public services (police services and schools), visual resources, traffic/circulation, air 
quality, and noise. 
 
Public Services (Police Service and Schools) 
 
The construction of MFH units on East Miramar would result in significant impacts to military 
police services on MCAS Miramar.  This impact would be mitigated at a project-specific level as 
discussed in Section 4.4 of this EIS.  Cumulative impacts would not occur with the Rancho 
Encantada project since this is a private sector development with police services provided by the 
local jurisdiction.  It is not expected that rifle/pistol range, MV-22, and VA Cemetery would require 
additional police services from on-station military police that could potentially add to the cumulative 
impact for this resource.  The ENPEX facility would be responsible for providing its own security. 
 
Cumulative impacts would occur if significant projected increases in the number of students could 
not be effectively accommodated.  Site 8 provides acreage for two elementary schools and Sites 2 
and 3 provide acreage for one elementary school.  DON would provide this property to the San 
Diego Unified School District for construction of elementary school(s).  The elementary school(s) 
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would serve the selected MFH site.  Thus, there would be no significant cumulative impact on other 
elementary schools in the area.  Most middle and high schools in the vicinities of Sites 8, 2 and 3 are 
at capacity or reaching capacity.  Federal Impact Funds would be available and would contribute to 
accommodating these additional students.  Rancho Encantada is the only cumulative project that 
would generate additional population to the area and, therefore, generate more students.  The 
children for this proposed development would attend schools within a different school district and 
would, therefore, not add any new students to those middle and high schools in the vicinities of  
Sites 2, 3 and 8.   
 
Visual Resources 
 
Implementation of the MFH at either Sites 2, 3 or 8 located in East Miramar, along with existing and 
proposed development in the vicinity, would result in a significant change in the visual character of 
the area.  The relatively undisturbed character of Sites 2, 3 or 8, which are predominately dominated 
by a series of canyons and ridges, would be replaced by a residential development and associated 
amenities, similar in character to the residential development in the surrounding areas (i.e., Scripps 
Miramar Ranch and Tierrasanta).  However, the intervening topography between Sites 2, 3 and 8 and 
nearby sensitive receptors limits views to the sites.  For the Preferred Alternative (Site 8A), visual 
impacts would be mitigated to below a level of significance through sensitive site planning discussed 
in Section 4.5.  Development of Site 8B would result in a significant visual impact due to the new 
freeway interchange.  Development of either Sites 2 or 3 would result in a significant visual impact 
to a limited number of adjacent residences.  Therefore, development of Site 8B, Site 2 or 3, along 
with other developments in the area (e.g., Rancho Encantada), would result in significant cumulative 
visual impacts.  The power plant and VA cemetery proposals are in their formative stages.  Siting 
studies have not yet been undertaken, so cumulative impacts on visual resources cannot be assessed.  
Each project would, however, be responsible for providing site-specific mitigation for visual impacts 
should impacts be identified.  The MV-22, if sited at MCAS Miramar, is a replacement for an 
existing aircraft, and would not contribute to cumulative visual impacts.  The rifle/pistol range is in 
operation and no visual impacts are associated with this facility. 
 
Biological Resources 
 
The rifle/pistol Range at East Miramar directly impacts 12.6 acres of coastal sage scrub and 2.9 acres 
of disturbed coastal sage scrub.  MCAS Miramar is replacing the lost coastal sage scrub in 
accordance with the ratios identified in the INRMP (MCAS 2000).  The proposed Rancho Encantada 
would directly impact approximately 200 acres of coastal sage scrub and coastal sage 
scrub/chaparral ecotone, 50 San Diego barrel cacti, one coastal California gnatcatcher and several 
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wildlife Species of Regional Concern.  These impacts to biological resources would be mitigated to 
less than significant through site-specific mitigation and no cumulative impacts would occur.  
Impacts associated with ENPEX and VA Cemetery are not known at this time since decisions 
regarding location have not yet been made for either project.  It is assumed that any impacts 
identified for either project would be mitigated in accordance with the ratios identified in the INRMP 
(MCAS 2000).  It is not anticipated that there would be any cumulative biological impacts associated 
with the MV-22 action, however, any potential impacts would be addressed in the EIS for that 
proposed action.  
 
Transportation/Circulation 
 
The traffic modeling included as part of the traffic analysis for Sites 2, 3 and 8 (Section 4.11) was 
prepared for the project by the regional planning agency, SANDAG, using the SANDAG Series 9 
Smart Growth Transportation Model.  This model uses projected and buildout of the San Diego 
General Plan Land Use Element and other adjacent cities that contribute regionally to the 
transportation network.  Therefore, cumulative impacts from Rancho Encantada have been analyzed 
in Section 4.11; however, ENPEX and the VA Cemetery were not included, as their locations and 
potential impacts will not be known until subsequent planning and environmental analyses begins.  
The MV-22 is a replacement for an existing aircraft, and would not generate additional traffic.  Rifle 
range traffic would not extend beyond the air station.  
 
Air Quality 
 
Air quality impacts from the Proposed Action under any of the three MFH alternatives would be 
regional, but predominantly short-term in nature.  The construction of Rancho Encantada would 
briefly overlap with the MFH project construction schedule.  Compliance with local air district 
requirements for the Proposed Action would ensure that air quality standards are not violated during 
project construction.  The timelines for construction of either the ENPEX facility or facilities 
associated with the VA Cemetery are not known at this time assuming these projects would be 
approved.  When considered with the other cumulative projects, the proposed MFH alternatives 
would not contribute to a long-term cumulative air quality impact because the MFH alternatives 
essentially relocate emissions from other locations within the region.  Air emissions from other 
cumulative projects in the greater San Diego region, in addition to the Proposed Action, would 
contribute to pollutants such as ozone (O2), Carbon monoxide (CO), reactive organic gases (ROG), 
oxides of sulfur (SOX), and particulate matter (PM10) to the San Diego Air Basin.  Similar to 
construction emissions, compliance with local air district requirements for the Proposed Action 
would ensure that air quality standards are not violated during operation of the Proposed Action.  
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Therefore, emissions associated with the Proposed Action in conjunction with the emissions of other 
existing and planned projects in the greater San Diego region would not result in a significant impact 
on air quality. 
 
Noise 
 
As discussed in subsection 4.13.2, implementation of the Site 2 Alternative, along with other 
proposed projects in the vicinity (i.e., Rancho Encantada), would result in significant cumulative 
noise impacts to residents adjacent to Pomerado Road.  Mitigation could include fair-share 
construction of increase noise wall height along the affected residences.  Operation of the rifle/pistol 
range would not result in any significant noise impacts given its distance from sensitive receptors.  
The location of the ENPEX facility is not known at this time; however, any significant noise impacts 
to existing and proposed sensitive receptors in the area would be identified during environmental 
review and the facility operator would be responsible for implementation of these measures required 
to reduce significant noise impacts.  Impacts associated with the MV-22 project are not known at this 
time; however, project-specific mitigation for significant noise impacts (if any) would be the 
responsibility of DON. 
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CHAPTER 6.0 
OTHER NEPA CONSIDERATIONS 

 
 
This section addresses other types of environmental effects as required by NEPA when an EIS is 
prepared.  These impacts include adverse environmental effects that cannot be avoided (40 C.F.R. 
1502.1), the relationship between short-term uses of the environment and the maintenance and 
enhancement of long-term productivity (40 C.F.R. 1502.16), and irreversible or irretrievable 
commitments of resources (40 C.F.R.1502.16). 
 
6.1 UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS  
 
An EIS must describe any unavoidable adverse environmental effect for which either no mitigation 
or only partial mitigation is feasible.  The impact analysis presented in Section 4 of this EIS indicates 
that certain unavoidable adverse effects would occur, to a greater or lesser degree, with 
implementation of each of the MFH alternatives under consideration. This section provides a 
summary of the adverse impacts that would remain for each of the MFH alternatives, even after 
implementation of stated mitigation measures. 
 
Site 8A 
 
No unavoidable adverse environmental effects for which either no mitigation or only partial 
mitigation is feasible were identified for Site 8A in Chapter 4 of this EIS. 
 
Site 8B (New Interchange) 
 
$ There are no measures to avoid or substantially reduce the visual impacts to recreationalists 

viewing the new interchange from Fortuna Mountain in Mission Trails Regional Park; drivers 
along SR 52 (which is eligible for a scenic highway); and from residences northeast of Via 
Valerta in the community of Tierrasanta. 

 
Site 2 
 
$ There are no measures to avoid or substantially reduce the visual impacts to residents on the 

eastern side of Birch Bluff Avenue in the community of Scripps Ranch. 
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$ There are no measures to avoid or substantially reduce traffic impacts to the following roadway 
segments; Miramar Road (I-15 and Miramar Way) and Pomerado Road (Scripps Poway Parkway 
to I-15). 

 
Site 3 
 
$ There are no measures to avoid or substantially reduce visual impacts to the residents on the 

southern end of Rue Biarritz in the community of Scripps Ranch. 
 
No Action Alternative 
 
There would be no significant unavoidable significant impacts as a result of the No Action 
Alternative. 
 
6.2 SHORT-TERM USES AND LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY 
 
Implementation of the Proposed Action would entail the development of MFH in East Miramar, 
which would result in impacts to the local environment that affect both short-term uses and the 
maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity.  The Proposed Action does not involve any 
temporary or interim uses of a selected site while awaiting ultimate disposition.  Rather, the action 
would commit the selected MFH site for long-term residential usage and thereby preclude its use for 
alternate long-term or short-term purposes.  However, the addition of up to 1,600 units at MCAS 
Miramar would not significantly affect the use of natural resources with the facilities or pose a long-
term risk to health and safety. 
 
Development of housing units on East Miramar would involve certain short-term activities that 
would provide employment opportunities for persons involved in building construction.  These 
short-term construction activities may create localized adverse environmental impacts.  However, 
implementation of the construction, design, and mitigation measures proposed to minimize these 
impacts would reduce these negative impacts to less than significant levels.  The adverse impacts 
that would result from construction related activity would cease with the completion of this activity 
and would not have an adverse impact on the maintenance and enhancement of long-term 
productivity. 
 
Balanced against the loss of some open space or other uses of the proposed alternative MFH site(s) is 
the benefit that this action would provide much needed high quality MFH for military families in the 
San Diego region.  
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6.3 IRREVERSIBLE OR IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENTS OF RESOURCES 
 
Resources utilized on a long-term or permanent basis are considered to be irreversibly or 
irretrievably committed to an action.  This includes the use of resources such as metal, wood, fuel, 
and other natural or cultural resources.  These resources are non-retrievable in that they would be 
utilized for the Proposed Action when they could have been conserved or utilized for other purposes. 
 Another impact considered to be an irreversible and irretrievable commitment of resources is the 
unavoidable destruction of natural resources that could limit the range of potential uses of that 
particular environment.  Development of housing on the proposed alternative MFH sites at the 
proposed densities would result in a markedly changed landscape and greater human activity and 
presence on the proposed site.  The commitment of land for development would be irretrievable and 
would preclude use of the proposed site for other purposes.  The commitment of land for safety 
buffer zones identified as mitigation for potential impacts associated with munitions or explosives or 
concern (MEC) would be irretrievable and would preclude use of these proposed areas for other 
purposes. 
 
The construction of the Proposed Action would result in an irreversible commitment of building 
materials, fuel for construction vehicles and equipment, and other resources.  The Proposed Action 
would commit workforce time for construction, engineering, environmental review and compliance, 
and, after project completion, maintenance.  In addition, increased energy (electricity and natural 
gas) and water consumption, as well as increased demand for services, would result from the 
implementation of the proposed action.  These commitments of resources are neither unusual nor 
unexpected, given the nature of the action, and are generally understood to be tradeoffs for the 
benefits of the proposal if it is implemented.  The Proposed Action would also result in increased 
vehicular traffic in the project vicinity of the MFH alternative selected.  These long-term impacts 
associated with the Proposed Action which, for all practical purposes are considered irreversible, 
have been discussed in greater detail in the previous sections of this EIS. 
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CHAPTER 7.0 
CONSULTATION AND AGENCY COORDINATION 

 
 
7.1 AGENCY COORDINATION  
 
Federal, state, and local agencies were consulted prior to, and during, the preparation of this EIS. 
Agencies were notified by publication of an NOI announcing preparation of a Draft EIS as required 
by NEPA; and by public scoping meetings. The agency’s viewpoints were solicited with regard to 
activities within their jurisdictions. The agencies and organization contacted by mail are listed 
below. 
 
Federal Agencies 
 
California Transportation Quality Advisory Committee 
United States Army Corps of Engineers, Operations Branch 
United States Army Corps of Engineers, San Diego Field Office    
United States Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service 
United States Department of the Interior, Office of Environmental Affairs 
United States Department of the Interior, Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 
United States Environmental Protection Agency, Environmental Impacts Division 
United States Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX 
 
State Agencies 
 
California Air Resources Board, EIR Regional Impact Division 
California Department of Fish and Game  
California Department of Health Services 
California Department of Parks and Recreation, San Diego Coast District 
California Department of Transportation, District 11 
California Governor’s Office 
California Native American Heritage Commission 
California Office of Historic Parks and Recreation 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Diego Region 
California State Clearinghouse 
California State Lands Commission 
California Water Resources Control Board 
California Wildlife Conservation Board 
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San Diego County 
 
Board of Supervisors 
Department of Parks and Recreation 
Department of Public Works 
Environmental Health Services, Hazardous Materials Management Division 
 
Regional Agencies 
 
San Diego County Air Pollution Control District 
San Diego Association of Governments 
 
City of San Diego 
 
City Council 
Community and Economic Development Department 
Engineering and Capital Development Department 
Environmental Planning Division 
Environmental Services Department 
Mayor’s Office 
Metro Wastewater Division 
Park and Recreation Department 
Planning and Development Review Department 
Transportation and Drainage Design Division 
 
Other Agencies 
 
City of Poway 
San Diego Unified School District 
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Organizations 
 
Barona Band of Mission Indians 
Building Industry Association 
California Native Plant Society, San Diego Chapter 
Campo Band of Mission Indians 
Cuyapaipe Band of Mission Indians 
Economic Development Corporation  
Endangered Habitats League 
Environmental Health Coalition 
Jamul Band of Mission Indians 
Kumeyaay Preservation Association 
La Posta Band of Mission Indians 
Manzanita General Council 
Mesa Grande Band of Mission Indians 
Mira Mesa Planning Group 
San Diego Audubon Society 
San Diego Chamber of Commerce 
San Diego County Archaeological Society 
San Diego Historical Society 
San Diego Natural History Museum 
San Pasqual Band of Indians 
Santa Ysabel Band of Mission Indians 
Save our Heritage Organization 
Scripps Estates Association, Inc. 
Scripps Ranch Civic Association 
Scripps Ranch Planning Group 
Sierra Club, San Diego Chapter 
SW Poway Homeowners Association 
Sycuan Business Committee 
Tierrasanta Community Council 
United States International University 
University of California San Diego, Natural Reserve System 
Viejas Tribal Council 
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7.2 PUBLIC COORDINATION/SCOPING MEETING 
 
Extensive public coordination has and will continue to occur on this proposed action. Public 
involvement included the EIS notification process, including the NOI and scoping meetings; public 
hearings on the Draft EIS; and the opportunity to comment on the Final EIS. 
 
7.2.1 Notice of Intent 
 
In conformance with the requirements of NEPA, an NOI to prepare a Draft EIS for MFH in San 
Diego region was published by DON in the Federal Register on September 20, 1999 and distributed 
to potentially interested parties, including regulatory agencies, local jurisdictions, elected officials, 
public service providers, and community groups. 
 
7.2.2 Public Scoping Meeting 
 
An additional effort to inform the public and solicit input on the scope of the EIS from affected 
jurisdictions, interested members of the public, and organized groups was afforded through public 
scoping meetings.  Two public scoping meetings were held in October 1999 to inform the public 
about the Proposed Action and to solicit the public’s participation and comments.  The first scoping 
meeting was held on October 6, 1999 at Serra High School in the City of San Diego community of 
Tierrasanta. Approximately 30 people attended the meeting and, of those, five persons provided 
public testimony.  
 
The second meeting was held on October 13, 1999 at Scripps Ranch High School in the City of San 
Diego community of Scripps Ranch. Approximately 80 people attended the meeting and, of those, 
nine provided public testimony. 
 
A total of 111 written comment letters and e-mails were received during the scoping period. 
 
Complete transcripts of the public scoping meetings are available at: 
 

Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
Southwest Division 
1220 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92132 
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Individuals at the scoping meeting who submitted correspondence or who requested to be added to 
the mailing list were sent copies of all subsequent project notices, including those announcing public 
meetings. Further opportunities for comment on the document will occur after distribution of the 
Draft EIS and during the public meeting held during the public review period for the Draft EIS. An 
additional opportunity to review on the document will be offered after the distribution of the Final 
EIS. 
 
7.2.3 Public Hearing 
 
A Notice of Availability (NOA) for the Draft EIS was published in the Federal Register on 
____________.  Public notices were also published in the local newspapers.  Affected agencies, 
organizations, and persons who may have an interest in the disposal of MCAS Miramar were 
provided with a copy of this document. Copies were also provided to local library branches.   
 
A public hearing will be held during the 45-day public review period to hear comments on this draft 
document. The time and place of the hearing is noted in the transmittal letter accompanying this 
document and will be announced in the media. 
 
Written comments on this draft document are invited and should be sent to the following address: 
 

Commander, Southwest Division, Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
Attn:  Sheila Donovan, Code 5GPP.SD 
1220 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92132-5190 
E-mail: donovansm@efdsw.navfac.navy.mil 
Fax:  619-532-2518 

 
A Final EIS which incorporates and responds to comments received on the Draft EIS will be 
circulated. The NOA of the final document will be published in the Federal Register and in public 
notices and press releases. 
 
As required under NEPA, there will be a 30-day waiting period after the Final EIS is published in the 
Federal Register.  During this period, the public may comment on the adequacy of the responses to 
comments and on the final document.  After the 30-day waiting period, a NEPA Record of Decision 
would be signed by DON, if appropriate. 
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CHAPTER 8.0 
LIST OF PREPARERS AND CONTRIBUTORS 

 
 
Lead Agency: 
 

Department of Navy 
Southwest Division 
Naval Facility Engineering Command 
San Diego, California 
 
Sheila Donovan, Community Planner 

 
The prime project contractor: 
 

KTU+A 
3916 Normal Street 
San Diego, California 92103 

 
Mike Singleton, Principle in Charge 
Elizabeth Nedeff, Project Manager 

 
The subcontractor responsible for preparation of this EIS: 
   

EDAW, Inc. 
1420 Kettner Boulevard, Suite 620 
San Diego, California 92101 

 
The subcontractor responsible for preparation of the traffic and transportation investigations for this 
EIS: 
 

URS BRW 
701 B Street Suite 530 
San Diego, California 92101 
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Name and Expertise Applied to EIS   Professional Discipline and Expertise 
 
Julie McCall (EDAW)    Environmental Analysis 

Project Manager     17  years experience 
 
Don Scoles (EDAW)     Environmental Analysis 

Geological and Hydrological Resources  11 years experience 
Hazardous Materials / Public Safety 

 
Valarie Yruretagoyena (EDAW)   Environmental Analysis 

Land Use      3 years experience    
 
Jim Kurtz (EDAW)     Environmental Engineering 

Air Quality / Noise    24 years experience    
 
Karen Brandt (EDAW)    Environmental Planning/Analysis 

NEPA Specialist     26 years experience 
 
Rebecca Apple (EDAW)    Archaeology 

Cultural Resources    20 years experience 
 

Teri Fenner (EDAW)     Environmental Analysis 
Visual Resources      17 years experience 

 
Megan Ashbaugh (EDAW)    Environmental Analysis 

Public Services / Utilities    4 year experience 
 
John Messina (EDAW)    Biology 

Biological Resources    16 years experience 
 
Kristen Kaiser (EDAW)    Editor 

Production Management    8 years experience 
 
Eric Coughlin (EDAW)      Graphic Design 

Graphics      4 years experience 
 
Dan Brady (EDAW)     Graphic Design 

Graphics      9 years experience  
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Paul Moreno (EDAW)    Graphic Design 

Graphics      4 years experience 
 
Marisa Fabrigas (EDAW)    Word Processing 

Word Processing      19 years experience 
 
Mark Peterson (URS BRW)    Transportation Planning 

Transportation Planning    23 years experience 
 
Sherry Ryan (URS BRW)    Transportation Planning 

Transportation Planning    6 years experience 
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1997 Archeological and Architectural Survey for the Naval Radio Receiving Facility, 
Imperial Beach.  Prepared for the U.S. Navy, Southwest Division.  Navy Contract 
Number N68711-93-C-1125.  Prepared by KEA Environmental, Inc., San Diego. 

 
Barbour, M. and A. Johnson 

1977 Beach and Dune.  In.  Barbour and Major (eds.).  Terrestrial Vegetation of 
California.  Wiley.  N.Y.  pp. 223-262. 

 
Bauder, E.T.   

1986 San Diego Vernal Pools: Recent and Projected Losses; Their Condition; and Threats 
to Their Existence 1979-1990.  San Diego State University, and U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, Office of Endangered Species. 

 
Bauder, E.T. and H.A. Weir 

1991 Naval Air Station Miramar Vernal Pool Management Plan.  United States Navy, 
Southwest Division, Naval Facilities Engineering Command.  Prepared by Michael 
Brandman Associates.  106pp. 

 
Bauder, E. and S. McMillan 

1998 Current Distribution and Historical Extent of Vernal Pools in Southern California 
and Northern Baja, California, Mexico.  Pages 56-70 in:  C. Witham, E. Bauder, D. 
Belk, W. Ferren, Jr., and R. Ornduff (Editors).  Ecology, Conservation, and 
Management of Vernal Pool Ecosystems-Proceedings from a 1996 Conference. 
California Native Plant Society, Sacramento California, 1998. 

 
Bischoff, Matt C., William R. Manley, and Martin D. Rosen 
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William Manley Consulting, San Diego. 
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Bureau of Land Management, Northern Parks Division 
1980 Visual Resource Management Program. 

 
1986 Visual Resource Contrast Rating Manual. 

 
2000 Personal correspondence from Tracy Walker regarding visual analysis.  October 14. 

 
California, State of 

-- California Administrative Code, Title 24, Building Standards, Part 6, Division T25, 
Section T25-28. 

 
California Air Resources Board (CARB) 
 2002 Air Quality Data and Air Quality Standards.  Available at www.arb.ca.gov 
 

2002b ARB Passes Stronger PM Standards.  E-mail broadcast message from Bill Fell.  
June 21. 

 
California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) 

2002a California Natural Diversity Data Base, State and Federally Listed Endangered, 
Threatened, and Rare Plants of California.  July 2002. 

 
2002b California Natural Diversity Data Base, State and Federally Listed Endangered and 

Threatened Animals of California.  April 2002.  
 
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 

1983 California Vehicle Emission Noise Levels (Calveno).  Report No. FHWA/CA/TI-
84/13.  August. 

 
1995 SOUND32 for DOS. Caltrans Implementation of FHWA Highway Noise Prediction 

Model (Report No. FHWA-RD-77-108), using California Vehicle Emission Noise 
Levels (Calveno) (Report No. FHWA/CA/TI-84/13). 

 
1998 Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol for New Highway and Reconstruction Projects, 

including Technical Noise Supplement.  October. 
 

2000 Traffic forecast data for SR 52.  Provided by District 11 Traffic Forecast Section.  
October 12. 

 



 9.0 References/Persons Contacted  
 
 

  
MFH Project EIS  Page 9-3 
8K050/CHAPTER 09   6/20/03 

California Division of Mines and Geology (CDMG) 
1975 Geology of the San Diego Metropolitan Area, California.  Bulletin 200.   

 
1992 Mineral Land Classification, Aggregate Materials in the Western San Diego County 

Production-Consumption Region.  Special Report 153. 
 
1997 Fault-Rupture Hazard Zones in California.  Special Publication 42.  Supplemented 

in 1999. 
 
California Native Plant Society (CNPS) 

2001 Inventory of Rare and Endangered Vascular Plants of California (Sixth edition).  
Rare Plant Scientific Advisory Committee, David P. Tibor, Convening Editor.  
California Native Plant Society.  Sacramento, CA x+388 pp. 

 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board 

1999 Erosion and Sediment Control Field Manual.  Third Edition.  San Francisco Bay 
Region.  July. 

 
Chief of Naval Operations (CNO) 

1994 OPNAVINST 5090.1B, Appendix F.  Interim Guidance on Compliance With the 
Clean Air Act General Conformity Rule.  1 November. 

 
City of San Diego 

1981 Environmental Impact Report #80-09-31: West Miramar Landfill General 
Development Plan. San Diego, CA. 

 
1987  Tierrasanta Community Plan San Diego, California. December.  

 
1992  Progress Guide and General Plan. October. 

 
1993a  Scripps Miramar Ranch Community Plan, San Diego, California. October.  

 
1993b  Mira Mesa Community Plan San Diego, California. November.  

 
1996 Poway General Plan.  May. 

 
1998  Miramar Ranch North Community Plan San Diego, California. September 
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1999 Facsimile transmittal from City of San Diego Environmental Services, Lisa Wood, to 
Ogden Environmental and Energy Services Co., Inc. 

 
2000a Rancho Encantada Precise Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report.  November. 

 
Department of Defense (DoD) 

1994 DoD Fire and Emergency Services Program.  Number 6055.6.  December. 
 

2000 DoD Fact Sheet: DoD Policy for Closed, Transferred, and Transferring Ranges 
Containing Military Munitions.  November. 

 
Department of Defense and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

2000 Unexploded Ordnance Management Principles, March 7. 
 
Department of the Navy (DON) 

1991 NAS Miramar, San Diego, California, Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study, 
Hydrogeologic Assessment Report. Naval Facilities Engineering command. San 
Diego, CA. 

 
1996a Realignment of NAS Miramar, San Diego, California.  Final Environmental Impact 

Statement.  Commander, Marine Corps Aviation Bases, West.  February. 
 
1996b Supplemental Information Report to the Final Environmental Impact Statement for 

the Realignment of Naval Air Station Miramar, San Diego, California.  May 6. 
 

1997 Marine Corps Fire Protection and Emergency Services Program.  MCO 
P11000.11B.  January. 

 
1999a MCAS Miramar Master Plan.  Prepared by KTU+A.  September. 

 
1999b Rifle/Pistol Range Site Location Study and Pistol Range Rehabilitation Study, 

Marine Corps Air Station Miramar.  Prepared for COMCABWEST.  Prepared by 
Dames and Moore.  February. 

 
2000b Naval Family Housing Project Standards.  NAVAF Instruction 11101.85H.  May. 

 



 9.0 References/Persons Contacted  
 
 

  
MFH Project EIS  Page 9-5 
8K050/CHAPTER 09   6/20/03 

2000c Draft Report, Habitat Use and Relative Density of Reptile and Amphibian 
Populations at Marine Corps Air Station Miramar San Diego, California.  Prepared 
by Varanus Biological Services, Inc. 

 
2001 Final Environmental Assessment for Proposed Rifle/Pistol Range and MCAS 

Miramar.  June. 
 

2002 Site Assessment Report, Ordnance and Explosives Site Assessment for Proposed 
Military Family Housing Sites 2, 3, and 8, MCAS Miramar.  June. 

 
Eighmey, James, D., Andrea Maliarak Brogan, and Jackson Underwood 

2000 Archaeological Survey for Proposed Multi-Family Housing Areas 2, 3, and 8, MCAS 
Miramar, San Diego County, California.  Prepared for KTU+A and U.S. Navy.  
Government Contract N68711-98-D-5702 and Subconsultant Agreement 
(98-935.07).  Prepared by KEA Environmental, Inc., San Diego. 

 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 

1979 FHWA Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model.  Report No. FHWA-RD-77-108. 
 
Holland, R. F.   

1986 Preliminary Descriptions of the Terrestrial Natural Communities of California.  
State of California, The Resources Agency. 

 
Marine Corps Air Station Miramar (MCAS) 

2000 Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan For Marine Corps Air Station 
Miramar.  Prepared by Dames and Moore, Inc.  May 2000. 

 
Metcalf & Eddy, Inc. 

1991 Solid Waste Assessment Test (SWAT) Miramar Landfill, San Diego, CA. Regional 
Water Quality Control Board. 23 August. San Diego, CA. 

 
Moratto, Michael 

1984 California Archaeology.  Academic Press, New York. 
 
Niehaus, T. 

1971 A Biosystematic Study of the Genus Brodiaea (Amaryllidaceae).  University of 
California Publications in Botany.  60:1-67.  University of California Press.  
Berkeley, California. 
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OHP 

1988 California Archaeological Resource Identification and Data Acquisition Program:  
Sparse Lithic Scatters.  Office of Historic Preservation, Sacramento. 

 
Oberbauer, T. and J. Vanderwier   

1991 The vegetation and geologic substrate association and its effect on development in 
southern California. In, Abbot, P. and B. Elliot.  Geol. Soc. North Amer., So. Calif. 
Reg., Sympos.  Oct. 21-24, 1991, San Diego, California. 

 
O’Leary, J.F., Allen S. Hope and Richard D. Wright 

1994 Vegetation and Landcover Types, Naval Air Station Miramar. Prepared for 
Department of the Navy, Southwest Division, Naval Facilities Engineering 
Command.  

 
Ploessel, M. R. and Slosson, J. E. 

1974 Repeatable High Ground Acceleration from Earthquakes.  California Geology, Bol. 
27, No. 9, p. 195-199. 

 
Reed, P.B. 

1998 National list of plant species that occur in wetlands (California Region 0).  U.S. Fish 
and Wild. Serv. Biol. Rep. 88(26.10).  135 pp. 

 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) 

1975 Comprehensive Water Quality Control Plan for the San Diego Basin. Resolution No. 
75-21.  

 
San Diego Air Pollution Control District (SDAPCD) 
 2001 Air Quality Data.  Available at www.sdapcd.co.san-diego.ca.us 
 
San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) 

1990 Comprehensive Land Use Plan NAS Miramar.  October. 
 
1996 San Diego Traffic Generators.  December. 

 
2000 San Diego Region Average Weekday Traffic Volumes 1995-1999.  May. 
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San Diego Daily Transcript (SDDT) 
2001 "County Clears Major Air-Quality Hurdle" Article quoting San Diego Air Pollution 

Control District and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency staff relative to San 
Diego County ozone attainment.  November 16. 

 
South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) 

1993 CEQA Air Quality Handbook.  April, revised November. 
 
Schroth, Adella B. and Dennis R. Gallegos 

1988 Evaluation of Cultural Resources Within the East Miramar Housing Project “Site 
A,” Naval Air Station, Miramar, San Diego, California.  Prepared for Helix 
Environmental Planning, Inc. and U.S. Navy.  Prepared by Gallegos & Associates, 
Carlsbad, California. 

 
Science Applications Internal Corporation (SAIC)  

2002  Housing Requirements and Market Analysis (2002-2007) for Naval Complex San 
Diego.  July. 

 
Soil Conservation Service (SCS) 

1973 Soil Survey, San Diego Area, California.  United States Department of Agriculture, 
Soil Conservation Service and Forest Service.  December. 

 
Thorne, F.   

1963 The Distribution of an Endemic Butterfly, Lycaena hermes.  J. Res. Lepid.  2: 143-
150. 

 
University of California, Davis.  Institute of Transportation Studies (UCD ITS) 
 1997 Transportation Project-Level Carbon Monoxide Protocol (UCD-ITS-RR-97-21).  

December. 
 
URS Greiner Woodward Clyde 

1999 Geological and Soil Reconnaissance MCAS Miramar Environmental Impact 
Statement Housing Sites 3 and 8.  Prepared for KTU+A.  April 21. 

 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACOE) 

1996 Defense Environmental Restoration Program Base Realignment and Closure, 
Ordnance and Explosives Archives Search Report for Naval Air Station Miramar, 
San Diego California.  Rock Island District.  November. 
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1997 Special Public Notice: Regional General Conditions to the Nationwide Permits.  
November 25, 1997. 

 
2001a Final Archives Search Report Marine Corps Air Station Miramar.  St. Louis District.  

December. 
 
2001b Final Range Identification and Preliminary Range Assessment for Marine Corps Air 

Station Miramar.  St. Louis District.  December. 
 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
 ---- Compilation of Air Pollution Emission Factors, AP-42. Now available at 

http://www.epa.gov/ttnchie1/ 
 
 1993 Determining Conformity of General Federal Actions to State or Federal 

Implementation Plans; Final Rule.  40 CFR Parts 6, 51 and 93.  November 30. 
 
 2002 Determination of Attainment of the 1-Hour Ozone Standard for San Diego County, 

CA.  Published in the Federal Register, Volume 67, Number 205, Pages 65043-
65045.  October 23. 

 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 

1999 Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants.  50 CFR 17.11 and 17.12.  
December 31. 

 
2000 Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants; Proposed Designation of Critical 

Habitat for the Riverside Fairy Shrimp.  50 CFR Part 17.  Federal Register.  Vol. 65, 
No. 184.  57136-57159.  September 21. 
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9.2 PERSONS CONTACTED 
 
Department of Navy 

Coralie Cobb, Natural Resources Specialist 
Tammy Conkle, Wildlife Biologist 
Eric Snyder 
Andy Yatsko, Cultural Resources 
Bill Crouse, NEPA Compliance 
Marc Rosen, Counsel 
LCDR Hipfel, Counsel 
Tim Lattas, Remedial Project Manager, South Bay Area Focus Team 

 
City of San Diego 

Kevin Guy, Scripps Ranch Planner 
Tony Kempton, Tierrasanta Planner 
Dan Joyce, Scripps Ranch Planner 
Rory Clay, Miramar Landfill Facilities Manager 

 
City of San Diego Police Department 

Glen Breitenstein, Captain of Operational Support 
 
MCAS Miramar   

Tina Leery, Fire Protection 
Jerry Sack, Fire Chief 
David Buyer, Natural Resources 
George Bush, Training 
Ed Platz, Training 
Timarie Seneca, Public Works 
Laura Thornton, Community Plans Liaison 
Ron Ress, Counsel 

 
San Diego Natural History Museum 

Jon P. Rebman, Ph.D., Curator of Botany 
 
San Diego Unified School District 

Roy MacPhail, Facility Planner 
Jan Hintzman, Facility Planner 

 
San Diego Zoological Society 

Elizabeth Cooper 
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